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Unmask : 


OR, 


A late Conference betwixt Mr. Peter 
Gunning and Mr. Fohn Pierſon Miniſters, on 
the one part, and two Diſputants of the Ro- + 
man Profeſſion on the other : whercin is de-. 
fined , borh what Schiſme is, and co whom it 


belongs. 
WITH 


A briefe Recapitulation ; wherein at one 
view may be (cen the whole drift of this Con» 
ference ; for ſuch as want cither Learning to 
reach, or Leiſure to read the whole Trac, 

AND 

All is concluded with a Deciſion of the 
Main Queſtion , Whether Proteſtants, or 
thoſe of th: Roman Church be Schiſmatiqu:s, 

ALSO 
An Index 1s drawne, pointing at the 
principali Matters. 


Dm— 
— 


St, Hierom, in 3. cap, ad Tirum, 
Nullum Schiſms non febi aliquam confingit 
Herefim,ut refte ab Ecclefis receſſiſſe videatur. 
All Schiſme jeignes to it (clfe fome Herefie, 
that it may ſeeme to have departed juſtly from 
the Church, 


Printed at Pars, Cum Privilegio, 
| 1658, 


—— 
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| The Preface of the Catho- 
ligne Difputants, 


Containing the Proceedings of both 
Parties in matter of Fatt. 


} 


TIN conformity to the deſires of ſome 
noble Friends, a private Conference 

was begun betwixt the perſons men- 
tioned in the Title, in the Moneth of 
May, 1657. a little before Whitſontide. 
The Queſtion to be diſcuſſed, as being 
the Point then, 2nd now, in hotteſt agita- 
tion, and of main concern, was this, Whe- 
ther thoſe of the Roman Church, or thoſe of 
the Engliſh Proteſtant Charch be Schiſma- 
tigues. Articles were agreed upon on 
both ſides ; but becauſe they were neither 
ſigned, nor read before the Auditors, (at 
Mr. Gannizgs requeſt) but onely a mutu- 
all Promiſe paſſed to obſerve them , and 
becauſe moſt of them fe!! not- into pra- 
Qice, by reaſon that we never came to a 
ſtrict Syllogiſticall Diſpute, (which was 
chiefly aimed at in thoſe Articles) we will 
not inſert.them into this Preſace, Theſe 
.. . onely are to be mentioned , viz. that the 
A 2 Piſpu- 
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% T he Preface. 
| Diſputants beivg preſent, the whole Con- 
ference was to be1n writing , to prevent 
all paſſion inthe Diſputants, ta avoid 
all doubtfulneſs in what was anfwered, or 
replied, and to remove all tergiverfati- 
on from what was once aſlerted : no Per- 
fons preſent in the Conference were to in- 
rerrupt the Diſpute by ſpeaking ; no, ngt 
the Diſputants themſelves, prone 
ſent on both parts; but 'the Argume 
were to beread by a third Perſon before 
the Auditory, andthen given to the ad- 
verſe Party to anſwer; and after every 
reading, the Papers were to be ſigned by 
This Conference, inthe fieſt enzeance; 
was intended to he the work of po mare 
then one day;and might im one have been 
concluded, had the Diſputants fallento a 
Syllogiſticall Diſpute upon the Queſtian 
it ſelf, at their firſt meeting. But-the Pro- 
teſtane- Diſputants interpoſing another 
indire& difficulty , asa diſpoſal! to the 
main Queſtion (and that out of form) 
about. the Definition of Schiſme , which 
the Romane Defendants ſuppoſed at 
firſt (being 'a matter ſo. well known) 
might in few lines have been diſpatched j 
an 


ESI a. Wer ene" pe 


The Preface. 
and: by reaſon of a new Definition of 
Schiſme delivered by the Proteſtants, and 
. their eager defenſe of it, and their refu- 
ſing to returne preſently to the dire&t 
Queſtion, when it was offered them by 
their Adverfaries, 'who ſent them their 
firſt Syllogiſme of the main Queſtion in 
writing the firſt day , (agappears-in the 
Conference) it grew to fo larse an ex- 
tent, that neither a few lines, nor dayes, 
nor weeks, nor moneths could bring it to 
a period, | 
When therefore they were engaged in 

this looſe 'and diffufed way of arguing, 
after the two firt dayes meeting, the Dif. 
putants (being hindered by their reſpe- 
Riveoccaſions) ſealed up the Papers;-and 
by. mutuall confent deferred «the next 
meetingtill after Whitſontide : when be- 
ing again aſſembled, they accorded to 
SiveCoppies each to other of their ſeve- 
rall Readings,the ſame day that theyread 
their Papers before the Auditory, and to 
appoint each day they met , the time of 
their next meeting, to the end they might 
compoſe -their Anſwers and Replies in 
abſence; and at the = deligned read 
them in each others preſence betore four 

 &  ; Or-. 
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or five Perſons of worth and learning, of 
either part, who might -witneſfe what 
paſſed in thoſe meetings, ol, 

The Conference thus digeſted was car- 
ried on fairly and orderly for many meet- 
ings , there being a pronenefſe on both 
fides, to render a mutual ſatisfaQtion ; and 
all occurring difficulties and mifunder- 
ſtandings were ealily compoſed. But the 
Conference arriving to a large extent, 
and no means being found to reſtrain, or 
finiſh it, though many were propoſed ; 
and both Parties profeſſed a ſtrong deſire 
co bring it to-a ſpeedy iſſue, it was at laſt 
concluded, as followeth. 

July 7**- 1657. 

i. To thoſe Papers this day given in 
abont the Formalis ratio, and to thoſe ro 
come about Firmilian from the other party, 
we of the Charth of England will returne 
ene Anſwer , to which we will permit them 
to give 18 afrerwards a final Anſwer with= 
ot on Reply. 

2. To thoſe Papers which are given in 
#nto us, of Authorities, we will Reply, by 
bringing in ours and anſwering theirs. 10 
which our Reply we will. expe&t their Aus 
 ſmer, and afterma»ds return our finall Re- 
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ply, witheut any more Papers from themts 
follow 11 that particular. w «1207 
3- Within ſome little time after this, we 
will difpute thu matter about the Definiti- 
ons in rwo dayes, by ftrifs Syllagiſmes , or 
more, as bath frdes ſhall agree, and within 


ſome little time after this , we will difpmte 


che Queſtion it ſelf ,' whetber party are 
ouilty of Schiſme , by firift $1 dogSſoves 
written, and ſo the Anſwers. | 

4. In concluſion of all, each may write a 
Recapitulation of the Sum and State of the 
Diſputaticn taken out of their own Papers 
reſpettively. * © iP 

This Agreement was figned by. 
both parties. 

The next meeting, (as was before agre- 
ed) was to be the T we/day three weeks af- 
ter the T xe/dy next following our for- 
mer meeting;which was-done accordingly. 
In this meeting were read the Papers of 
the Roman Defendants. in anſwer to the. 
inſtanceof Firms/;an; which being ended, 
Mr. Gu:ning entreated:the faid Defen- 
dants before the Auditory,-to tend him 
for two orthree dayes the fair Copy of 
the Proteſtants Papers, to which'the Ca-- 
tholiques anſwered rhat day ;that he 
: might. . 


The Preface. 
miglit get-them writ out for his own uſe. 
Thoſe were delivered to him , and: being 
required back ſome eight or ten dayes af- 
ter , heexcuſed the return of them, . be- 
cauſe (as healledged) he could not finde 
a Scribe to write them over. Which from 
time to time -being- ofren demanded -of 
Mr. Gmnning, he ſtill retained, upon pre- 
tenſe of the former excuſe, of not being 
able to get a ſcribe, till Zanwary 4th. 
1657. as his letter of that Date teſtifes, 
with which he ſent them, that is about 
five. moneths after they: were lent him, 
when he onely borrowed them ( as we 
ſaid) for three or four dayes. 

The Catholique.- Detendants having 
thus given in a compleat Anſwer: to all 
the Papers of their Adverſaries, and they 
being indebted to. the: Catholiques a 
whole Reply to that Anſwer, they began 
toread the firſt part of their-Reply:the 
next week , but they.gave then no Copy 
of that Reading to the Catholique party, 
(as it had beenagreed) yet promiling:to 
giveit in ſpeedily, ie- wasiborn withall , 
and one of: the Roman Diſputants, who 
lived far from the City , propounded to 
the others, and. to the Auditory, that 
ft Winter 
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_ was induced to promiſe it much againf 


The Preface. | 
Winter coming on, and his health not 
able to endure many Winter Journeys, he 
might have the favor: to beexcuſed from 
being preſeat at choir Readings, appoint- 
ing-gnethere preſent for his Deputy un 
time of Ing abſence. This equal requeſt was 
granted ; and accordingly the next read. 
ing was performed : bur hecauſe,(though 
the deſigned Deputy was: there) yet 
reaſon that the ather Diſputans: of the 
Cathobque-Party was hindered (contrery. 
tO bis full intention). by an-unexpeRed 
occaſion, and the Deputy would not re- 
folve ſame doubt. about- explication of: 
werds:;: mhich'the: Protebant; Party de» 
ne pener:;given they to morethen 
be preſent at the Reading,aod receive the 
Papers read; Mr. Ga»-3ng took occalion 


 _upoathis pretenſe to revoke bis former 


conceſion, and:abſolutely to require the 


, preſence of the faid abſent Diſputant, re- 


ſolving to read no more without him 4 
alledging/for his reaſon , that his friends 
perſwaded him , notto praceed other- 
wiſe : Ang when he was minded by a jet- 
ter, of his promiſe:; beanfwered thathe 


his 
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kis will by-the motion of that Diſpntant ; 
to which it wasreplied, there was no cauſe 
Siven him to do any thing againſt his 
will, when there was no force uſed ,, but a 
. reaſonable requeſt propounded, and pre- 
ſently as ſuch reputed, and granted with- 
out any demonſtration of difficulty (all 
things conſidered) either by him or thoſe 
of his Party in the Auditory. And the 
reſolution of their doubt propounded to 
the Deputy in time” of that reading, 
might eaſily have beencleared by a few 
lines from Mr. GX. to the other Catho- 
lique Diſputant,whoiwasin Town. Theſe 
things to have paſſed in this manner be- 
twixt us;," is manifeſt from onr mutuall 
Letters ſent'and received, from Septens- 
ber to December”, which we are ready to 
ſhew to any one, who ſhall deſire the 
peruſall of them for their ſatisfaction. 
Though therefore we might in rigour 
have kept him to his promiſe, yet to 
avoid all difficulties, and put a ſpeedy diſ- 
patch to the main buſineſs,theabſent Dil. 
putant was content to yield , and make a 
Winter Journey of ſome dayes, to afford 
his preſence at the Conference : but with 
this Provi/o, that their whole Anſwer to 


all- 


| 
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The Preface, 
all the Papers which they had of ours un- 
anſwered(which were three parts of four) 
of the whole Conference., and all fair 
written out, ſhould be. ready tobe delt- 
vered unto us the ſame dayes the readings 
were held; and. that the appointing the 
tizze and place of reading', ſhould 'be in 
the power of the Romane Dif putants for 
their ſecurity, . To all-which Mr. Ganning 
in his Letter, dated December the third,to 
the Diſputant who was in the countrey, 
at{wers in thefe words. -Be you, 1 pray you 
preſent, ſee if I ever complain of yaur Aſe- 
ſtants abſence.  dppoint, your, plage:as pri- 
vate as you will ; your number as you will ; 
your time when you will, after aweek.,'&Cc. 
To. this Letter was anſwered , that the 
faidDiſputant would be preſent at Chriſt- 
mas; 'which gave Mr., Gang a. forth- 
nights. more time then he. required, He 
came to Town accordingly upon New- 
Years day :. and the ſecond of _— 
writ to Mr. Ganningl, 1n the words fol- 
lowing. "A 4 d"\'y $, ] | 


k 


SIR, I certifie youbxttheſe., that 4am 
3 readineſs, atcording toy promiſe, togo 
forwara with the Cunference\, and to hear 
Jonr long expetted Anſwer , and to >. ob 
bi 44 AbvoHt 


T he Preface. 
about rims; place, and other cirenmftances 3 
provided thitt you fend ws preſently the Pa- 
- pers which you borrowed of me four montths 
ago, and whertof- you bave a Coppy of your 
own writing in your hands, and that the 
ether Papers mhich you have read , be deti- 
vered into owr bands the firſt day of" our 
meeting, if not befope ) which we mach dle- 
fire, ſt Tat by "You, befurt ou read any more. 
ind: that you oblige your ſelf under Jour 
hand td have the full anſwer #0 all our Pa- 
pers not yet anſwered by you , - 4} well t0 the 
proof of the Definition, as to the Formal 104- 
fon, Firmikan , ' &7.) and kept in your 
hands, ready tobe vead, as we ſhall appoint 
the aayes , before any reading be expetted 
fromws. To this I deſire your anſwer by 
thrs Beaver , and ſhall proceed accordingly; 
Concern other matters we: fall have 
-— wore obFaſiog- to trear wery-frltdenty.” 'T 
reſt,&c. | ' January 2. 1697. © 
To which he anſwered the fourth of 
Tanuary, 1657. as followeth. - © 
SIR, Ar ten a clock on Saturday Ive- 
relved 4 Lefren from you.'\T fend” you the 
Pupers which were birvewedtof you Whit 
Jou many all tht rondrrtons you poſe up+ 
6 1we, before ( as you" ſay) The admitted to 


read 
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T he Preface, 
vead-any;more,'T underſtand not, nor whence 
z that Authority of admitting me , or not 
admitting me; as you pleaſe , and of condi- 
tions ſo decretorily preſcribed me by you, be= 
fore debate whether they be reaſonable or nc. 

If you pleaſe to let me know,where I may 
ſpeakawith you, of that you call my being ad- 
mitted, or not admitted toread any more : 
that I may know to unaerſtand you, and you 
me, 1 ſhall agree with you about the time, 
and place, and otber circumſtances of our 

Reading; which I hope will tend more toward 

the iſſue of the.Controverſie depending, then 
this way of preſcription from one to the other. 

1 ſhall not fail to-ſatisfie what is reaſunavle 
tobe deſired; and to that Iam in readineſs 
( as 1 have been long ſince) and ſtill remain, 
Sir, your very humble ſervant. P.Ganning 
_ : And by way of Poſtſcript on the other 
Leaf of his Letter,;thus. _ Sir, 7 he other- 
Page I mrote unto you 00 Saturd ty night, 
the hour whey I received your Letter , but 

hnew not how to ſend to you, where you were, 

T deſire to ſpeake with you (now that the 


T welfth-day us ſo near ) on Thurſday mory= 


Ing, when 1 will either come my ſelf alone 
where you appoint me; or if you pleaſe to 
come to my loaging , 1will be within , that 
we way better agree upon all conditions. 

: ay 


oy J - k =” : 
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| The Preface. 
'« My Propofetions. (1. ſupppoſe ſo: reafan+ 
able) aretheſe, oo KITY 
Firſt, 'That we meet to read every other 
Weaneſaay till our Coxtroverſie be fiſhed. 
. 2. That when my Readings have finiſhed 
an Anſwer to the Papers you gave us at once 
ard together, then you receive: from us', all 
tranſcribed and figned by xs together. ," 0a 
Anſwer to yours delivered to us together(vf 
firſt ſignedby you, whichyet they are not«}- 
Jan. 4th. Your friendand ſervant, 
1657: | Peter Gunning. 
Whereto:the other rendred- this Anſwer, 
the 6*- of. Zanuary following, .: 
Sir, Toar long delay \in- anſwering. our 


Papers, which you have held, fome above 


three moneths , others above half a year in 
our hands, inforced me, to minde you;of the 


{ vnditions agreed wpori in. the beginning of 


rhes\Cenference , (not:t0,-proſrtube' you auy 
new ones ," 45s you ſeem to conceive) whith 
were to deliver the Papers. onhoth;fides, pre- 
ſently upon rhe reading of them, tovhe other 
Party, tobe anſwered by them, 'and: which 
we both obſerved an the beginning ," aud'rme 
for or: parts ever ſince: and younpon. pre- 


tenſe of notbeing able-t0 fintte-imvbe- whole = 


\Extent of -London u Soriberto write forme 
few ſheetrof. paper, teferrey tofend us your 
D Anſwer 
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An, wer read, for many weeks, and no ſmall 
number of moneths, Aarvell not therefore, 
mor have you reaſon to take it in ill part , if 
we exatt of You both what we have alwayes 
done to jor, and both did in_the beginniys, 
and each-party agreed to, us fit: to be dope, 

Nor ned you formalize- upoy my mention- 
Tug Jour 19-AaIrtance to proceed in reaa- 

ing more, till theſe conditions be compleated. 

For 1 intended nat. thereby to aſſume any 


Authority to my ſelf, of either admittiag cr 
wot admitting you, but preſumed that the 
Auditory on both ſides. would be ſoguſt, as to 
ſee equality aud conditions obſerved betwinet 
us, erethey admit. either of ws to Proceed. 
Seeing therefore we have perpetually , acr 
cording to conditions ,, given acompleat ay- 
{wer to all your Papers.', and et you have 
preſently upon reading a. full (oppy of; dux 
Anſwers, 1 aaubted nothing of the Anadita- 
ries Verditt of exatting an Obligation from 
you in writing of doing the like to us,ere your 
reading proceed farther. _ 
What yorſay #n the ſecond page of your 
laſt ,ſtrikes meinto a wonder”, that oh "4 
had told. youin a late one of .mine., that-o/ 
neither bad. means to ſtay long from home, - 
nor health, tomake many long Winter Four- 
eps :. Ton require ,, that Readings me he 
| | £8 a 2 eld. 
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held every other Wedneſday , till the Contro- 
werſie be ended ; and that not tobe 'done;( as 
you ſignified befere )- without I be *preſtur. 
Truly Sir, you ſeemto think. of nothing bat 
cY2Hr own conveniences, and bave no regard 
eo thoſe of your friends: For by this means you 
for your part, after" you have had a balfe 
years time to prepare an Anſwer to ſome of 
our papers,and three or four moneths for the 
reſt, yeu yet demand a forthnights reſpite for 
every readins of yours , and would oblige us - 
upon & forthni ghts warning to begin the 
readings af «nr Anſwer, (after yours tn part 
onety\.us read) and ſoto continue till it be 
ended." Canyou poſſibly think, or any ratio- 
mall man, that there 1s any equality in this? 
"And -yet 1 wonder more to ſee you here. re- , 
qnire 'determinately ſo many forthnights, 
whennnytur Letter rome, Decem. the 39. 
J0#t left it wholly.to my determination, to ap= 
point the time, (when I will.) Onr defire 
therefore 13, that ſering you are yet ſo wnrea= 
dy with your Anſwer, after ſo long a time-to 
Prepare #t , that you require ſtill ſo many 
forthniphts more to. abſolve-it, that. you 
would determine huw- much time you will re- 
quwire to compleat the-whole Anſwer to the 
-proofs: of the Definition , Formall Reaſon, 
*Firmilian , and all that you have in your 
-\ _ hands, 


The Ppeface. 
kands , and Twill not fail , (God willing Y 
tobe preſent, when you let' me underſtand, 
that all is ready, that in a ſhirt tints.all-may 
beread. . Sir, Theſe things I beſeech you'ta 
conſider , and to' morrow betwixt evght and 
nine of the clock ,:T will either come with 
my. fellow Diſputant , or ſome one of 'my 
friends to your loaging , or defire your pre= 
fence in another not far from you, with Mr. 
Peirſon, or 217, Oly, if you pleaſe , but no 
other. | Sir, Yours, &c. 
- Jan. 65. 1657. | _—_ 
Theſe-Letters thus ſent , and received;* 
upon the day appointed: we met, and 
agreed before ſome worthy friends upon 
what was mentioned. in..the ſaid Diſpu-. 
tants Letter of the' 6:he of - annary , viz. 
T hat they ſhould-every \farthmight- prepare 
as much as would ſuffice for one reading ;_ 
and whey ,- according to this. proportion of 
preparing , their: whole Anſwer was ready 
to all otir Papers' unanſwered, andreaay to 
he given. us fair. written the ſame day they 
read them, they ſhould" let that Diſpatant 
know ut and he would preſently come toT own, 
and be preſent -at the Conference... Things 
thus compoſed, he returns again into the 
Countrey, and expects tobe called by the 
Opponents within ſome competent time. 
| : g [24] = He 
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He remained in the Countrey till the be- 
Sinning of Lent , as ſuppoſing, that then 
at lealt their Anſwer might be in a readi- 
neſs,” Preſently after he arrived,Mr. Gun 
»ing being acquainted with it by a friend, 
writ to the other in this manner. | 
Mr. Gunnings Letter of February the 

27. 1657. 
Sir, A Friend bringing me word, that 
ou are in Town , andacfiring me to write 
unto you. T his briefly. 1 am glad to. hear 
Jou are well, and ſhall be glad to ſee you. As 
ro oxr buſineſs T abide in our laſt agreement, 
which was, that either we mett every other 
Wedneſday, if, and when your eecafions will 
permit your ſtay in Town; of that you x4 
pet till I fend you word that 1 bite wholly 
finiſhed what I will do : which ſhall be [7 
ſoon as T can : nor do I forget it, or mean to 
let it ſleep. For beſide any allegation of my 
many other buſineſſes, Thave ſince laſt Tſaw 
you , not equally enjoyed my health , and 
ſtrength as before, divers wayes , whereby IT 
have had enough to do, to bear np to my pab- 
lique buſineſs. Yet to you, as a Perſon, 01 
whom lies expettation of ſome diſputation 
with your Adverſaries here, (as you told 
me, and 1 believe, and truly deſire) Imake 


this friendly motion,” that fince diſputation 
” 
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2 expetted from you and your Adverſary, 
we may have (in the mean while , till this 
large, lax way of diſconrſes by many. ſheets 
of: many dayes writing and reading can be f 
mpfheds,' which indeed is writing of Books, 
rather then diſputing ) a tri, and properly 
called Diſputation ,, and as you defired by 
preſent Syllogiſmes and Anſwers, and that 
by. your and my preſent writing down in 
ſhort ftritily Syllogiſme and Anſwer ( and 
that either ts or without any ſecond, &c. 
And then names Tranſubſtantiation and 
ſufficiency of ſole Scripture to be proved 
by tradition for his queſtions. 

In this Letter __ G. _— our laſt 
agreement , 'v52. by omitting: the main 
an wer Fear ter woes it. That 
he had obliged himfelf to prepare every fort- 
night as much of his Anſwer, as would ſuf 


fice for-one whole Reading , and that being 


done, to ſend the abſent Diſputant word, 
when he'was ready. 

- To'which Anfwer was returned 7Zarch 
the firſt, as followeth. 

Mr.Gunning, I received yours of the 27'Þ. 
of February the /aſt night, for which T 
render you many thanks. As to the main 
buſrneſs; which you (moſt properly.) call owr 
buſineſs, fie and reſolutions are to per= 
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þft in that, which you mention , as our lajk 
agreement ; namely to expett , untill. you 
ſend me word, that. you have wholly figsſhed 
your Anſmer te all oux Papers, which have 
remained in your hands: fince\Auguſt ; and 
that your Goppies of your Anſwers be like- 
wiſe ready to be delivered nuto us at.the 
ſame time. that you read your. Anſwers : 
which 1 hope. will (now atleaſt) be effeied 
within a very ſhort time. T bu denezit ſhall 
clearly appear that as my;riend and.I have 
net,ſo we will not put any delay tothe Work, 
but haſten ta accompliſh-what mas. agreed 
betwixt your. ſelf ang, 14r.Peirion on your 
part, and ourſelves ondar:part.. » $o:that 
this Diſputation, which hathſo long depend: 
£4; and bath- been ſo mich: exptited,," 911, 
come to 4 more ſpeedy concluſion, and be pubs 
liſhed for the ſatufattion of others. © + 

As to your friendly motion, my Anſwer 

#4, That untill onr preſent Diſputation be 

ended, aud made publique.,::1am-reſolved 

70t to engage tm any other Lueftion'; becauſe 

T conceive tt will be a farther. hinderance to 

the proſecution of the buſineſs begun, (you 

having already ſo little time, as. T perceive 
by your Letter, tobeſtow upon it) and will 

Likewiſe ke interpreted by gthers.an uuwils 

Hingueſſe on one ſat. ,., to bring this. four 

|  * damentall 
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damintall Queſtion to an "Tiſus; 
And now Sir , give me leavy tobe free 
with you without offence." It 1s very" tyur- 
that 1 did affirm the world to be in expe 


' Cation of ſome Diſputation from 14. *But 


n this 1 intended no ather,then the expettas 
tion they have of our drawing the Omftion 
already begin to a ſpeedy contlufion.:* anl 
which being well evaded, will foon'make the 
world ſee(which is the thing | fotely ain at) 
whether im other points our-Church; or your 
Party b- to be followed. Thu expettation 
and the effeft of it will,” I concerve, be f-u 
ſtrated by ony neglefling 'thi proſteutidi of 
thi, to enter #pon other © neſtions, "which 
we muſt not admit of, l:ft-we therein feem 
to contraiitt onr ſelves, who bauve ſo long, . 
fo ſollicitouſly,ſo frequently urged and-preſ- 
fed you, that you would be willing tobaften | 
to give-the world ſatisfaflion ;, avd' who 
have expreſſed owr.own zeal to give th (a4 
tisfaftion ;: by:never having been guilty of = 
one culpable delay, or dilating owr ſelves in. 
writing at any time,more then was preciſely. - 
neceſſary,as will appear whenwb it 1 writs 
tcn.0n both ſides ſhall be'pernſed by others, 
.\ But if you and Mr. Peirfon do ether + 
for want of time, or for other reaſons,wiich- | 


 @re.not.t6 be diſcovered, diſincline to pro-- 


The Preface. | 
ceed farther; or to proceed with that fpeed, 
<the'nature. of the work requires # thus 
buſineſſe; I ſpall beſetch you to. peak your 
ſenſe freely, that I may be no longer guilty 
of urging that upon.you, which ſhall be un- 
gratefnll. And if you ſhall pleaſe to inti- 
wwate this tobe your meaning, I ſhall bums« 
bly reſt content with bat hath atready 
paſſed hetwixt ns: And | ſpall not doubt, 
Out even this will in ſeine meaſure give (ar 

thefafl;on t2.0thers when they read its T hues 
1neſt, &c:. March the firſt, 1658. 

1 To\which receiving no anſwer in ſome 
Yayes, we jayntly writ another Letter to 
our Adyerſaties, preſſing them toa ſpee- 
dy and dire. Anſwer : wherein firſt we 
made a rehearfall of what had paſſed,and 
is already mentionedin the former Let- 
ters,tel}rng chem that then eight moneths. 
had paſſes , ſince they received our laſt 
Papers, &c, and+then added the-words 
following, viz. Onely thu we muſt crave 
le ave to minde you of that inthe beginning 
af this Conference one-of you, namely Adv. 
Gunning, :was pleaſed to aimnage it reaſs- 
able, that although we then had uprad 
wot to-publiſh rhit prefent C miroverſit. to 
the wortd, but xponoynt conufent, Jer if vi= 
ther Party wore guvtty of wen!able my 
$665, 
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tit; or delay, ar avy time, in the proſucuti« 


. 


 6n of the buſineſſe , the other Party ſroult 


be at liberty to print, Let the world and 
all juſt men jndgebetwixt us, whether Par- 
iy bave been guilty of culpable delayes in 
this Aﬀair, And yet notwithſtanding your 
ſo many del ayes and put off1, (which caft 
the whole guslt #pon. your beads and'yaur 
cauſe) we daily finde, that we ave the onely 
ſufferers ;' your Party continually crying 
up you 4s Vitiorious, and decrjing us As 
baffled and worfted ; and as not daring to 
comme to an ifſ nem this great { ontroverſie. 
And this wyon noother ground that wecas 
underſtand, then for tharwe have for this 
many montths ſtood Fill and filent, fearmp 


that we ſhould prejudice your reputation by 


diſcovering the matter of fatt, according.to 


truth, But ſince we finde. this way very 


prejudiciall to our juſt and holy Cauſe; yo - 
wuſt now give us leave to be carefull, that 
God and his (hurch ſuffer no injury. What 
diſpgraces or diſadvantages ſorver ſhall falt 
our own private perſons, we can well 
brar. But whes' prejudices fall upon the. . 
Chnrch of God, which we have power to 
prevent, weknow you-will bold ws obliged 
in Duty And Conſcience to preſerve Trath - 
in honoxr to the utmoſh of onr power. Fs 
MI | ave 


| The Preface. 
have therefore thought it neceſſary to«make. 
: this our laſt. requeſt unto you ; in which we. 
earneſtly deſire you, that we may receive.all, 
your Anſwers to.all cur Papers now-rematu*.. 
tro with jou unanſwered, within a fortnight. | 
from this day at the furtheſt : azd that in. 
default thereof you will not take it ill, that 
we proceed fur the juſtification of our. Cauſe, 
and..that truth which we are reaay to 
defend, to let the world know. , who they are 
who have appeared dilatory , and unwilling 
70 come to a tull and clear Iſſac in thu buji« 
eſſe, wherein all men are concerned. If 
within. the time, which we here prefix, you 
will pleaſe to ſend ws, or either of us notice 
1 ler your hands,that all your Anſwers are 
ready to all our Papers yet remaining with 
yu unanſwered ,"trgether with Capies of the 
fame to deliver unto us, we ſhall ( accerding 
to the juſt and reaſcnable power alluwed uns 
?0 45, by your ſelves fir our own ſecarities ) 
appoint the place and time, when and where 
we will attend the receiving and hearing 
them. But if you ſhall ſtill delay, we ſhall 
ceaſe from being furtherimportune. We 
are, &c. | | 
This Letter we put into the hands of a 
Worthy Friend , to deliver it when he 
ivund a £t occaſion ; who not finding Mr. 
Gunning 


D_ 
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Gunning at. home-, | was conſtrained to 
keep. it:many. dayes ,, and at laſt delivered 
ituponGood Friday,and dated icaccord- 
ingly. * I, | 
' To this Letter, Apr1/ 14.1658.Mr.G xs. 
writ in anſwer a Letter of 6. pages in:fofo, 
.and ſo is-too:long to be inſerted-in this 
ſmall Preface. In this Letter he firft-con- 
plains that it was gives him oz. Good Fri- 
day. We anſwer that it had [been written 
many dayes before, as that Worthy Per- 
{on can teſtifie , who had it in his hands, 
and had many times endeavoured to de- 
liver it :: the date whereof we-left to be 
inſerted by him; becauſe it required a fort. 
nights time after the delivery, to prepare 
themſelyesfor.their full anfwer.Secondly, 
he affirms, that the condicions at firft 
wete to write and an/wer in preſence; and 
then he, who ſhould be in culpable delay, 
wasto yield a freedom of printing to the 
other Party. We anſwer, that this wri- 
ing in preſence was broke off by them- 
ſelves the ſecond day of. meeting , their 
Authorities coming in ſo late. at nigbt, 
that there: was: no:time>lefe!to' anfwer 
them , (as the.whole Auditory khows::) 
and after that. we hadagreed to write in 
« b:ence; and read inpreſence, . Mr. Gun- 
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aiq repeated this freedom! for printt 
bes x the Auditory. - Thirdiy:; tl ny 
writing in abſence, we might have: foxrty 
ro help us againſt them two. Anſwer, May 
-not we ſay the ſame ofthem > Who had 
more to help them, and greater freedom 
_ to have recourſe to others; we or they,let 
the wotld judge : and what help we had 
from'others, Perſons of worth know, and 
can teftifie. Fourthly, That the Readings - 
grew to be of. many hours. Anſwer. Who 
occafioned this by diverting the queſtion, 
and proceeding out of form. , bur they ? 
As appears above, and page 2; 2. of this 
Treatiſe. Fifthly , 7» ove Reading neither 
# the Romane Diſputants appeared. An- 
wer. One appeared by his fubſtitute,who 
was before accepted vo ſupply his place by 
them.;- and: the other was: accidentally . | 
hindered againſt his intention. | Sixthly, 
T hey agreed not to meet and read at Chriſte 
was. Anſwer, Mr. Guniing promiſed to 
be ready a fortnight before Chriſtmas, as 
appearsby.his Letter of Decem: 34 above 
cited: and his Adverfary writ, that at 
Chriſtmas he would be there to attend:on 
him. | Seventhly . That//:bey:bsd many 
other and more privicipall matters in hand, 
then rhis was, Andveer,. And why _ 
: ? | - cy 


that many other importante controverſies 
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ink; that we bad-nota ſo? afhow 

cheythink; 

knew they\we had not as:mubh as they? 

Thoſe whokiowour affairs cad witneſle, 


paſſed under our hands at that very time z 

neither of us were toput a ftay to this, 
by reaſon of them ; wean noe | 
publiquely known and expectedto'be fi- 
ems pj fem Eightly,He excuſes his not 
diſpatching in ſo many moneths time his 
Anſwer to our Papers which he had not 
anſwered , becauſe, ſaith he, a whole vo- 
lumn will be required to anfwer aboxt the 
Authority of the Fourth Lateran Conncel, 
and the oppoſition of the Greek Church 
againſt them. Anſwer. Theſe two points 
could not hinder the fpeedy diſpatch of 
what he had to anſwer , for he had long 
before this given his laſt anſwer (accord» 
ing ro our former agreement)''to them 
both, as appears in this Treatiſe , from p: 


'352. to Pp. 367. and from p. 605. to p. 


612. where they are fully handled, Ninth» 
ly, He vbjects our refufall of a Diſpute-in 
form upon ſome other Queſtions; Anſpy. 
Why propounded he not to have: 0ne of 
this of Schiſme 5 Why thisintermitred to 
gd to' ethers? | Who would: :not-have 
condemned us both of Jevity aid bugk. 


wardneſle 


| The Preface. 
wardneſs to proceed inour Queſtion be. 
gun? the'diſpatchwhereof 'was ſo much 
expected by both Parcies. ' Tenthly. Bur, 
fayes he, it would onely have: taken up 
two dayes, being inform. Anſwer. A 
likely matter , that four main | Queſtions, 
'one*of Tranſubltantiation ; the other of 
the Ancient univerſall tradition about 
the Sufficiency of ſole Scripture appoint- 
ed by him; and two others correſpon- 
dent to theſe to be nominated by us,could 
be diſpatched in two dayes,unleſſe we had 
made more hafte then good ſpeed. Eees 
he not, that in his two Queſtions(and the 
ſame might have been of ours) the Argu- 
ments muſt be brought to Authorities? 
and thoſe muſt be ſought in Books, com- 
pared with other Authours and places? 
&c. and to diſpatch, to.any mans fſatisfa- 
Rion ſuch four Queſtions in two dayes,to 
us is a Paradox. .Butſuppoſe they might 
have been brought to an Ifſue in two 
dayes, what certainty was there, that they 
would be? Does he not confeſſe in this his 
Letter, that our preſent Queſtion was in- 
tended to: have been in form, and decided 
in oneday? And yet it happened to -be 
of many moneths. Why might not Syl- 
logiſticall form have been prevented in 
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aheſe, as well asin this? And'iſo once en- 
Saged in the others, we muſt-have. bidden 
Farewell tothis till they were concluded, 
as being then in :hand;-and: before that, 
ſome; new. ones -mipht-have-been -pro- 
pounded; the-old ones being. grown latge, 
and:ſo we ſhould -have-'made an;end of 
nothing.:.-;. ::1! |: $2291 36 3 
Its Theſs -be the chief. materiall Heads-of 
his long letter, (as will-appear-to.any.one 
who-wilbtake;the:-pajvs to:r6ad- it} £0 
which we hope to have given ſatisfaRion. 
-, In our former Letter ; to. which this 
was.an anſwer,we mentioned ſomeſinifter 
Reports, which by:reaſon of this Jong de- 
hon u—__ 'F 8 Tn 
credibly:teftifieds#he! giyegobt again 
neva ng OUr. REES, 


y . 


_ concerning: which wewrit to Mun 
ſelf 


and he cleared-us from them, and him! 
from the knowledge of them, inhis Let- 


ter dated December 3-1657:laying, Idevy 


that :everiit came:fram meer my 14 ant ar 
from any that badir frim ue;or either of us, 
any word of all that inthe beginnint of ,your 
Letter,y\z.T bat we are ſovittorions againſt 
You; it hat we: cant ger any; Papers: from 
Jon, norprevaet with you: toetrotred y 07-1hns 


tur Alfeant and Jon <rimorfed.;. yener. a 
jo  -ſplabie 
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ſyllable of this cante ever ont of my month to 
Ped of a wo gar \Corpe 10y ears, 
Letter boixg the! ea, repore 
ours fickjenſs that | 4 uy heard of. - 
Thus Mr.'G, / Yet thoſe reports grewon. 

ING chat iowds common- 
ly bruited and believed by Proteſtants, 
that our unreadineſs and backwardnels'in 
anſwering ,.was: the ſole canſe that this 
 Confetence:was:notbroughtro anilfue. 
Seeing. therefore, thers was:no hopes to 
arriveto a quick diſpatch by this mantier 
of Mr.Gwnxings anſwering our Letters, we 
importuned him again; ſo far,chat if with- 
ina =; hewere vagtteady, as before 

hat alreidy dons :-and he a. 

't0-lave a R every 


po: ? 
eh aid Diſpra hadkicabodein Town 


when he was ut'thac yery time-ready- to 
retutn into the Courtreyrandab kecatne 
up, fo lie remained,” onety in orderto af 
accompliſhing of this Buſiteſs. | ThisLet- 
ter of his was dated 7#e 15'b: 1658. 
which-was fix months almoſt after Chtift- 
maſſe; arid above ——_— of a =_ 
after he had the remainder of our Paper 

in his tands(fome fmall mumber of —_ 
to anſwer. F; .-IM 


we were reſolved: copubliſh ' Þ 
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'Yet being ddfirous to givethem and the 
world atl poſfible fatisfaRion, apon the 
receipt of this Letter, we:preſently retur- 
hed an Anſwer, that we were content to 
Sive him one meeting;. and :to hear one 
Reading of theirs; and:/in;that to treat 
forther with him about what: ſhould be 
done : provided that the meeting might 
beupon Tueſday of the next week! fol- 
lowing that our Anſwer. Bat when our 
Letter was carried ' to his lodging, he: was 
gone into the Countrey , and returned 
not for the ſpace of about a fortnight: ſo 
that our hopes were fruſtrated either of 
—_— or of receiving: any: Anſwer in 
time,of bur Letter ; whiclymade usto a 
ply our ſelves to: order: matters<for't 
publifhing of 'what we had ofthe 
rence. But whileft we werereviewing 
Papers, we perceived; that ſome part of 
thety Papets i(whefeto: we bad anſwered, 


' and hatt inſerted moſt of their Replyinto 


our Anſwer) were wanting ;-as-Hhaving 
beet loſt in! tranſporting them from one 
placeto another , both in the Countrey 


and here, This we ſignified i a Letter of 


7ane 2, 1658. deſiring, that thoſe Papers 

might with Mr. Gunngs licenſe, be writs 

ten out of bis Copies, art our trouble and 
| charges, 


The. Preface:. 


charges;and promiſing faithfully to retnrn . 


them'within three or four dayes;to which 
he rendred a negative anſwer Tune I 5th, 
We after this reiterated our) requelt, 

defired, that our murtuall Papers might be 
ſignedwhenwe met: And after that in a 
third Letter of ?axe 26> we required of 
him ſome other Papers'of.theirs,,which ſo 
farias.could:beigathered from our;mutual 
Letters of Faz.2:7ar. 4.and fan. 11.1657; 
were neyer ſent.usfrom them. 1 * 
- Theſe three, Letters-were delivered to 
a.noble'friend of ours ,- who was many 
times' at Mr. Gannings lodgings : and 
when he covld: not; finde himat home to 


deliver them. to' him, ; after 'he::had kept 


themabovea monerh; in his hands;, re- 
fignedthem'to a Friend of :tvis to: get-an 
occaſion to deliver them; he himſelf be- 
ing then to go into; the Countrey. But 
ſore that timie the }Roman -Diſputants 
. bave neither underſtood: of any anſwer to 
thoſe Letters,nor of the delivery of them. 
In the: mean-time , that Diſputant, who 
-had: in ;vaine expeRed all' this - while, 
from: Lext till Zaly, was forced to re- 
tire; and being not able any longer to 
afford- his preſence. ,-tranſported-his Pa- 
pers; and committedtheriyto the Foes: 
97d . The 
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} Thisis thereality of 'our- proceedings in 


the whole.carriage of this buſineſs, as may 
be.undeniably proved, either by our} Au- 
thenticall-Letters,and Agreements in wri- 


_ ting, or by the Teſtimony. of Perſons: of 


that worth and'integrity, that they can- 
riot be ſuſpected of any indire& , ;orun- 
faithfull dealing. | 167510: 
; Whatſoever therefore of their Papers 
is not actually inſerted into this Treatiſe, 
is by reaſon , that they either refuſed to 
fend usa Copy of 'them;as we-had agree- 
ed:mutually to-do-oneto. the other, or 
becauſe they| would not-let ns have' what 
by accident was loſt. Yet we hope, that 
as we have punQually-anſwered to-that 
part of thoſe which- miſearried., ſo have 
we alſo anſweredto theſubſtanceof thoſe 
few which we never received ; and if they 
can ſhew any thing 'materiall in them, 
which in this« Treatiſe ha's not received 
ſatisfaction, we here oblige our ſelves to 
give full ſatisfaQion to it, 
Some may haply make a particular re- 
fle&ion.upon our expreſſing the Names 
of our Adverſaries, and not our own-; but 


 wehope the difference of theirs and our 


condition will plead our excuſe inthis to 
all rationall Perſons. Ph. 
: : 6 
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 Asto-ourmntuall Replies and/Anſwers 
read before the Atiditory,;and whereof we 
ſent Gopiesthe one to the other, we here 
make a ſolemn Proteſtation, that we have 
not-willingly either added, or altered, .or 
omitted one word in all that is hete 
printed , 1and refer ' our ſelves) moſt /wil. 
lingly to the triall of our: reſpective .Pa+ 
pers, as to this, if any pleaſe to require it 
of -us. - Trueitis-, conſidering that the 
{argeExtent of the moſt-part of our reca- 
procall Replies'and' Anſwers, as they 
ftand:iintheautheaticall/Papers',- contain 
very-differen difficalties, and:heads: with- 
inthem , and the Anſwers commonly are 
many-pages-diſtant.from their reſpective 


Replies. We found it.neceffary to make - 


ſome change. in'iths Method, to avoid 
confulſion,: and procure clarity ; byredu. 
cing-matters of the ſame nature toge- 
ther , anddividing-them into their ſeve- 
rall-Chapters, Sections, or Paragraphs, as 


we ſaw occaſion, intending onely thereby 


to-makefſoclear diftinQions in every /par- 
ticular, asmight-rake away all obſcurity 
in mattetsſo-ſpeculative and-Metaphyfr. 
call, as many arein-this Treatiſe : prefix- 
ing Titlesto the Chapters; Setions, oc. 
and giving the like a i 

the 
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the like bceafion; whith- werendeavour 
to-illuſtrate, partly io our: laſt; Recapiru- 
lation, and partly 1n our /udex :.referring 
all to the equal] Cenſure of. every Chrt- 
ſian Reader. 115d 
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Some Obſervations for the Reading 
of this Treatiſe, 


Is TH the Figures which are cited of 
| the Pages or Fol. are referred to 
the Papers written, not to the Pring, fave 
ſome toward the end, which have the 
word Prix, added to them, and thoſe of 
the Recapirmlation and Index , which are 
referred to the Print. 

2. 'That many times Sections , and 


' Anſwers or Replyes, begin with Referen- 


ces to what went before them , which are 
inregard of the Authentical Papers,which 
we would not alter. 

3. That ſome References are made of 
Things precedent or conſequent in di- 
verſe places, which have reſpe&t onely to 


.the written Papers, and are often noted 


with this mark * 
4. That 


'T he: Preface. 
'4;-That=the'laſt'Reply-and Anſivet - 
eo-it , > beldnping” to''the firſt: Setion, 
about the-word Yoluntar) 7" Page? 1,"i9t0 
be found pag. 584. continue@topag.587. 


And their laſt Reply and our Anſwer, 
about the Notion of Schiſme , pag. 261. 
ts ro be found paz. 614; continued to 
pag. 024 , : 


A 


> w 


Schiſme defined, ec. 


The Queſtion. 


whether theſe of the Roman Church, 
or thoſe of the Enzliſh Proteſtant 
Church be Schiſmatiques ? 


The firſt Chapter. 


Containing the Propoſition of the Que- 
tion controverted , and the fir(t 
Argument of the Proteſtant 0ppo- 
ents, for the diſproof of the Defin- 

. Hionof the Catholique Defendants, 


SH CT. I 

Proteſtants, T, 
{He Church of England and thofe 
i . | that abide in her Obedience ave 
6 not Schiſmaticall : But theſe 
commonly kyown under the notion 


of the Papacy, or Papiſts, in the Charch of 
Rome, which condemn the Church of Eng- 
land, and adhere to the Conncels of Lateran 4 | 

and Trent, are $ ER 061... 


The 


44A IDO CY. At We. woo * io. Re 1 —_— — — Pr 


Z | The definition of Schiſm 
Catholtques 1. 
The Queſtion thus ſtated is accepted. 
ET P. 2. 
Being to diſpute of Schiſme,zs it not meet, 


' that you and we' briefly define what. ts 


Schiſme. 
| GS 


Yes. Schiſme is a voluntary ſeparati- 
on of one part from the whole true vi- 
ſible Church of Chriſt. 

©; 

Your Definition given we admit to be 
true, as a Propoſetion ; we think it may be 
thus more explicately defined. | 

Schiſme 15 any voluntary renting, or ſt- 
parating our ſelves , or without ſufficient 
authority and ſufficient cauſe, ſeparating, or 
thruſting others, (which lies in us) or alſo 
a cauſing, following , or allowing any ſuch 
aforementioned ſeparation, from the unity 


| and communion of the one Body of Chriſt, or 


of any true part of that Body, in that which 
every part ought to ſupply towards other of 
communicn,whether of Coordination or Sub- 
ordination reſpettively. 
Oe F | 
If you admit our Definition, wewill 


proceed upon it: and when you come 


to 


proponnded and explicated. 3 

to diſpute, if you can make your Expli- 

cation good, you may proceed upon it. 
P < 


Ap I 

We did not yield, nor admit your Defini- 
tion, as 4 true convertible Definition 5 and 
when we propounded another more explicate 
Definition, you call it onely, an Explication 
of a Definition, which is anather thiag, We 
now ſhew, why yours 1s not a Deſiniticy, nor 
true Deſcription , for we would not be nice 
with yog. | 

The Paſtour that voluntary ſeparates 
one of his Flock by juſt Excommunication, 
# confeſſedly not Schiſmaticall , and yet it 
is a voluntary Separation of one part from 
the whyle true viſible Church of Chrift : 
Ergo, yours is not a Definition, as taking no 
notice of thruſting another out of Communis= 
on juſtly or nnguſtly. 

C 


In our Definition of Schiſme, Separa- 
tion-is taken for ſeparation of ones ſelf 
aQively, and nora ſeparation of another 
by Excommunication, whereby another 
is ſeparated paſlively : 'this appears by 
the word voluntary. 

P. 5. 
And the word voluntary helps not your 
, B 2 Defim- 
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4 T he definition of Schiſme 


l 


Definition to be perfelt : becauſe ſepara- 

tic of another attively may be as voluns 

tary, as the ſeparation of ones ſelf attively. 
C. 5 h 

The word voluntary 13 a _— 1N- 
oredient in our definition of Schiſme : 
tor he, who ſeparates another by Excom- 
munication from the Church remains umi- 
red to the whole Church , and ſo cannot 
himſeif be a Schiſmatique, and the party 
ſo excommunicated doth not actively ſe- 
parate, but is paſlively ſeparated. 

Now to what you ſay, the wordvolun- 
tary is 4 neceſſary ingredient in your defi- 
nition of Schiſme , you and we were before 
agreed that that's true , but you ſpeak. not 
ad oppoſitum : for we in our laſt denied 
the word voluntary to be able to help your 
definition to be perfeth ; the perfefttion of 


year definition betug now made the ueſtion : 


And now you reply, that the word volunta« 
vy 35 neceſſary to enter your definition , that 
w.45 not 13 queſtion at all , but whether the 
7:74 voluntary helped your definition to be 
perfeft. A thing may be neceſſary , which 
yer withozt ſcething elſe 1s no way ſuf- 
ficient. 

| To 
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propounded and explicated, 5 


* ©.6 
... To the Paragraph relating to the word 
voluntary, we fay,you anlwer not onr 
reaſon ;. for there we diſtinguiſhed active 
and pallive ſeparation ; the former 
whereof can onely be Schiſmatical, be- 
cauſe it is voluntary, and ſuppoſeth the. 
perſon ſome way or other divided from 
the Church, which he who excommuni- 
cates cannot be by force onely of excom- 
municating another. And by. the word 
voluntary we intended not the perfection 
of the defition to conliit in it , . but to 
.make an . eſſentiall. difference hetweene 
active and pailiveleparation. 
9854). P. 7. | 
In the Paragraph wext before your own 
grounds of your defniticn , about the wird 


voluntary, you'fay + We 4n/Wer wet to your 
reaſon +. Far there, (a) jou, Ka-diffingoiſh- 


ed Attive ana Paſſive Separation , the for- 
mer whereof can onely be Schiſmaticall, te- 
tauſe it is voluntary, and ſuppoſes the per- 
fon ſome. way or other divided from the 
Church , which. he that excommanicates 
cannot be by force onely of Excommunica- 
tion. To all this we have already ſpoken 
woſt plainly, That we as well as you, (and 

B 3 there 


6 T he definition of Schiſme 

therefore this is nothing againſt us) diſtin- 
guiſhed *twixt voluntary attive ſeparation, 
and involuntary paſſive, being ſeparated ; 
and imputed Schiſme onely to the former in 


our definition , and in all our replies. But 


then we told you , that in unjuſt thruſting 
ethers out of the Church, and that for keep- 
ing due Cathelique Communion, the unjuſt 
attive ſeparatour of others 1s as ative and 
voluntary ſurely altogether , as he that ſe- 
parates fimſel f': Attive to anothers injury, 
and the more injurious , becauſe the ſepara- 
red perſon 1 inveluntary, and Meved by his 
pleaſure. We wonder now to read you, ſay- 
ing, That attive ſeparation ſuppoſeth the 
perſon ſome way or other divided from the 
Church : whereas indeed the altive ſepara- 
rour of himſelf 1s not ſuppoſed , but firſt be- 
comes divided by that aft of ſeparating: 
and the ative unjuſt ſeparatonr of others, 
(if for keeping due Catholique Communi- 
on) thereby divides himſelf alſo. 

We never ſaid or thought , that he who 
excommunicates, can be a Schifmatique by 
force onely of excommunicating. anather : 
yea, our firſt Aſſertion and Argument it 
was, about the beginning of this Conference, 


That the Biſhop that voluntarily ſeparates 


O07C 
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propounded and explicated. 7 
of hu fleck, by juſt Excommunication , 1s 
confeſſedly not ſchiſmaticall : whence ws 
proved your Definition not to be jnſs. 


| | 5 Yo 
To-what youſay, that you proved our 
Definition not to be juſt , becauſe a juſt 


- 4 SIA 


> + 
| 4 


to fignifie, that that part makes a ſepara- 
tionof it ſelf from the Church , for that 
ſeparation thus made of himſelf, is moſt 
Properly the ſeparation of one part from the 
Chexch.. Secondly,that this,and this one- 


-ly, was our meaning by thoſe words, we 


have made ſufficient -proteſtation. Thirdly, 
that ſeparation 1s.uſually taken amongſt 
B 4 appro- 


8 T he definition of Schiſme 


therefore the word Separation may? 


ſeparatour 0 
bur-firfſt becomes divided by thar' at of 
ſeparating, &c. We anſwer”;' that 'the 
act of ſeparating 'ones 1elf'; *co 


approved Authours, in this definition, fot 
an active ſeparation of themſelves, being 
before parts of the Church, we ſhall make 
moſt manifeſt, in the copious allecging 
Authorities for our definition in the en 
of this preſent rejoynder. Door Ham- 
monds Authority cited here by us ma' 
now ſutfice, where he defines Schiſmeac- 
cording to the uſtall ſenſe of the Fathers, 
A ſeparation , or receding of Hy member 
from the anity of the brdy, ec. * Where 
{. parating, or ſeparation, is taken for a 
receſſion, or receding ; that is, a dividitl 
ones ſelf from the Churdti. OE 
'DE 
extended to ſome other 1ignification, 
wholly unuſual in the definition'ofSchiſm, 
amongſt Clafſick Authots, yet that hin- 
ders not the fulrieſſe 4ril - proptitty of 
our definition; ſeeing it is oſt properly 
and uſually taken in the ſenſe wherein 
we take it, conſonant unto the propriety 
of the words, and intended by us, 
To what Jo ſay, That the*aQtive 


£ 


himſelf is nor. fippoſed, 


nſtderet 
onely 


propounded and explicated. Q 
onely under the notion of an Ingredi- 
ent into the Definition of Schiſme , as 
there we conſider it , ſuppoſes, as you 
acknowledge , that the perſon ſepara- 
ting muſt be divided ſome way or other 


 fromtheChurch, which is not done by 


every active ſeparation of another from. 
the Church, as we here ſay , and you- 
preſently grant :- which hinders not the 
aQuall. dividing of the ſeparatour of 


- himſelf from the Church, .to- be for- 


'mally effected by that aRive ſepara- 
tion of himſelf , as. conſidered accord- 
ing to its ſpecificall and peculiar no- 
tion. | 
iP, $5 

To your fourth Argument we anſwer firſt, 
That we firſt demied the convertibility of 
your definition” upon this ground, That all | 
ro whom the definition doth agree, are not 
contained under the thing defined : and we 


gave 'this inſtance, The Biſhop that wo- 


Juntary ſeparates one of hu flock by juſt 
Emxcommnnication, 1s confeſſedly.uot Schiſ= 


 maticall : and conſequently 15 wot con» 


tained under the Definitum-, and yet 18 
is a voluntary ſeparation. of one part 


from the whole true viſible Church, 


BS and 


10 - The definition of Schiſme 

and conſequently your definition belongeth 
to him, Now whatſoever definition be- 
longeth to any, not contained under the De- 
finicum, chat definirion 25 n0t convertible. 
To this you anſwered , That in your defini 
tion, ſeparation w.s taken for ſeparation of 
ones ſelf attively , not the ſeparation of au- 
other ; which no man can collett out of. the 
words of your definition. 


But you ſaid, this appeared by the word 


voluntary. To which we anſwered clearly, 


that it did not appear by the word volunta- 
Tily ; and we gave this reaſon, becauſe ſe- 
paration of another attively may be as vG- 
[untary ,as the ſeparation of ones ſelf aftive- 
ly. Now if the word voluntary may agree 
ws well and truly to the aftive ſeparation of 
| another as of ones ſelf,, then it could not ap- 
pear by the word voluntary. , that ſepara- 
#i0n of ones ſelf onely is ' contained in. your 


definition. For how could it poſſibly-exclude 
that att, towhich it as properly belongs, as © 


'zothat which you would have it to contain ? 
To thu reaſon of ours ſo plainly propounded, 
you never. gave the leaſt anſwer, but onely 
replied ,-the word voluntary i a neceſſary 
-tugredtent 1n yoar arfinition, which. we ne 
wer dexied.; who placed it inthe front af our 
de fint= 


% 
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Propermaed and explicated. EI 


definition, as you had done 13 yours. But 
inſt eagof- anſwering our reaſin, you give 4 
reaſon, why the word volintary was neceſ- 
ſar) : and yoar reaſon.rs, For he who ſepa- 


rates. another actively , '&c. cagnot, be 
- ſchiſmaricall , which rs /o far from being a 
reaſon to maintain your definition, that it 25 


the very reaſon by which we refuted it. For 


_ becauſe a Biſhop voluntarily ſeparating 4 
. part from-the whole true viſible Church by 
4aguſt, Excommunication, cannor thereby 
. become a Schiſmatique , Therefore your dc- 
finition deth bekeng to kim, to whim the De-- 
finitum doth x07 | Sos ,.and therefore it 14 
wot convertible. 


BY” cel 5g 


;; Towhatyoufay of the word velunta- 
. 2, we diſtinguiſh into two Claſſes. For | 


voluntary 15 either taken in oppoſition to 
#nvoluntary,or not free, or in-oppoſition to 
a reaſonableand prudent proceeding. In - 
the jult Excommunicatourit is taken. only 
.1nthe firſt acception ,, but in our definiti- 
on it is taken in both,” For Schiſme1s not - 
onely a freeand willing, but a precipitous, . 
heady. unreaſonable, imprudent, and wil - 
Full ſeparation of ones ſelf from the. viſi- 


le Church; andſo the holy Fathers(cited 


.above. - 


12 The definition of Schifpfe 
above * by us) familiarly expreſſe' it, by 
ſpente, of ones own wilfull'"motwon ,'ſ3o 
.rbitrio, by ones'owh Ppfoper will , "&c. 
which cannot be ſaid'of a juſt excommu- 
:nicator , *as all-know:*for he muftpro- 


ceed according to-Reaſoh, Prutence and - 


Equity in” ſuch-aQions; and 'a Sciſma- 
tique can never:proceed inthat manner : 
becauſe neither Reaſon, Equity, nor Pru- 
dence,can move any one to-ſeparate him- 
ſelf from the whole true 'viſtble-Chiireh 
'of Chriſt, as St. A-gaſtine affirms, 'even 
cited by Dr. Hammond, Ep. 48. Again, 
the word Separation in'a juſt Excommu- 
nication, is quite of a different nature, 
from that which is'made by Echiſme, -For 
the firſt is ohely a ſemotion,/or medicinall 
ſejunRion for atime, for'the'hutnfliation 
and converſion of the excommunicated 
perſon ; and-makes not theperſon juſtly 
ſeparating'to ſet up himſelf as a fepara- 
, *ted'part, and maintain his cauſe, and cor- 
'roborate his party *ageinſt the whole 
'Chirch, which 'the ſeparation'df Shiſttte 
des: and hence we ſaid , Thathe, 'who 
Jultly fepiirares aitother by 'excommuni- 
<cation.,' eaniriot *be {chifmaric#], bectilfe 
(ſeparation'in 'the definition of Schilttie, 
:muſt 


* 
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"ae Jo Altare Contra Altare. 
make thetalſeſves a patty ; an 


Wipondia Wb ixplicabed. x3 
muſt be, and generally.is by the DoQors 
underſtood, to bea perfe&t and complete 
ſcparacioh, whereitthe party ſeparating 
mak& Hmfetf , and colfe&5 "others to 


" him, as a ptofeſt ſeditious party, aghinſt 


the whole Church. And this is familiarly 
expreſſed by the Fathers, * already cited, 
when they ſay , That Feulinartgpes 1 

that whey 
My - ' dfoSt. 21 
gultin often calls it ,, pars Donat?; that 
a 


;3 


by colle& 6thers to them, as Dowatis 


nid his did againft Cecilianms, and No- 
vatianus againſt 'Corvelizs, And never 
werethere any yet btanded by the Ah- 


cient DoRours, with the name of Sthiſ. 

'matiques, who did not_ this: an 'we - 

youu Qady have the contraty ſhewed 
ein. "= : 


out'of 


Sac Tr, 
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Containing the firſt Argument, drawn from 
the example of Diotrephes , in dſpruf 
 , of the Definition: of the Catholique De- 


P09. 
'X7 Ou acknowledge, that inyour defini-- 

- KL tion, ſeparation is taken for ſepara- | 
+ .tioh of ones felf actively: Therefore if | 
there. be any. other 5 20 ſeparation, | 
which is truly Schiſme, beſides the ative 
"ſeparation 6f ones ſelf, then your defini- - 

tion is not perfet. 

- Butthere js ſome other afive ſepara- 
"tion, beſides that of ones ſelf, which is - 
truly Schiſme : For example, Diotrephes - 
i» the Church nat receiving S$t.John, or de- 

ning bim the communion of that Church, 
and denying it tothe Brethren, and forbid- © 
ding them-that would recerve them , and 
caſting them out of the Charch, (and all 

this as loving to have the preheminence) 

WAS mortally as _— 3.Joan.g, | f © "oh 

. 9: | 

To your Minor -we anſwer., There 6s m0 — | 
ative ſeparation, ſave that of ene ſelf ow 7 
the . 


'\ Argament examimnied. T5. 
the whole :Charch, which can; properly be 
termed Schiſme. TEEN 12s Ts 

To. your example, we fay:as you doy-T hat 
Diotrephes 2was mortally a-Schiſmatique. : 
our reaſon ts , becauſe in net receiving- "ol 

.John, whows hu lawfull Paſtutr,. and in 
communion with the whole Church, he ſepa- - 
rated himſelf from him, and from the whole 

.-Charch. And this he did allively. and vo- * 

; duntarily;, otherwiſe hecontd net have bees - 
A Schiſmatiqaes. 3 no oe nn, 

oi 507 Nin YPeantQurnod nib, 5 

You anſwer by aſſerting this., Theres 
noattive Separation, ſave that of ones ſelf 
fromthe whele-Chureh, which can;preperly 
be termed- Schiſme, This. we-ſhew.to be 
untrue : Firſt, from the example of Dio. 
trephes , who ont of affeftation of prehemi- 
nence, both himſelf -received not 'St, John 
his lawfull Supericur nor the Brethren, and 

 forbad them that would. receive them-, and 
.alſo caſt them out of the Charch.(*% Tis 4n- 
_ XAngias ixBarne.) Weak NOW; was Or 
-was not this a&t of Diotrephes, wiz. his 
caſtingthoſe good Chriſtians .and lively 
- members of Chriſts:-myſticaK Body-out of 
-the Church, - (as much as in..him lay) an 
-a& Schulmaticallor.no? v2. Thecaſting 

: :OQUT 


16 T he propeſall of the firſ 
out of the Church, lively members of 
Chriſts myſticall Body , and that for no 
other cauſe, but for the keeping due Ca- 
 tholique Communion, was this a {chil 
\maticall at or no? We ſay, bighlyſchiſ- 
maticall:: anſwer you, we pray,” punctu- 
allyto this Queſtion, 
| © G7 TO. | 
- Tu your anſwer you touch - not our veaſo 
of Diotrephes +» $chi/me ; which wan 
not receiving St. 70h» his ſawfull ſuperi- 
our, and in Communion with_the whole 
Church, he ſeparated himſelf from him, 
and from the whole Church , which was 
the main ſubſtance of our Anſwer, .and the 
- rhing wholly mmportant. ' Anſwer therefore 
-prntnally we requeſt you to'this ta Nour 
Wert. [1s 7 IM TAN 
'To that aft of Diotrephes, 1 caſting 
others out of the Church, who communica- 
red with $t. John their lawfull Paſtonr, 
we anſwer puntaally , That" it was (chiſ- 
waticall, For Diotrephes , beromming a 
Schiſmatique by reſiſting Saint John hs 
Apoſtolique Anthority, all hs afts of Ec- 
clefiaſticall 7uriſdiftion upon others were 
ſchiſmaricall; as the ufts of Novatianus 
wil Diolcorts ; uy amp Cornelius: and 


Argument examined, 17 
£0 their lawfull' Paſtors and - Smpe- 
PomPst und their Caſbine ont ſuch as com- 
inibared) ith thets'," pore "fe hiſmavix 


All"? at iſh "repured ” _ leans 
Church. 


She K, Pit JPiTu Viet 5 | 
We vaſoee pun@ally! to ebelp ne wn 
PTY It was'an inftance'! ogg 
by us, (and a6e' by you) to fas, that 
thrifting dibaFoun of 'the Communion 
of Chiiſts Chareh;/who'were lively mem- 
| Hers of Chriſts Myſtical Body ,-and for 
{. .tlitf} aritho'"6ctierrtaforr , but fortheir 
| Kþih Wie! Catholique Conimuvior;{s 
Ptoperly” at a8 'of Chiline, And hete 
we had right our ſelves tomake inſtance, 
ih whith a& of Dictrepher we pleaſed to 
.utge for” this Argitiment: 'Therefore 'we 
are'nd way concerned ihwhat” ever fed- 
| tis 6nratiedye!'to Provubathey a&of 
" Mirrephet, viz. his not 'tecavirig St. Fubn 
his Jawtull PaRtonr, to'be Schiſfme. © 
Whereas we had conchided- that point 
| «with fgrally defiting an #n{wer 't6-that 
| 
] "queſtion fe outs, wherein we told yon, we 
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« woul arid did place'obt #rgument;was or 
| Vviavsnorthis ict of Dierrephes wit. his caſt - 
| og the brethrenontof theChunthes commu- 
| 7108 


18 The propoſal of the firſt 
iow, for their keeping due Catholick commn- 
ion, an att Schiſmaticall, ox no'? And now 


you anſwer, that wetouch, not your, rea- - 


fon of Dietrephes Schiſme in another a&t 
towards St. oby : which as it is a needleſs 
diverting us from our purſuit of the que- 
ſion, which -we made to you, ſo alto it 
-might haye- your -reaſon and other rea- 
ſons alſo,why it was Schiſmaticall. . And 


.thereforeagain ,we were not concerned, - 


no not though we had urged onely that 
-other aR, to.impugne your reaſon, for 


ereaſons.; And. yet you now call your 
reaſonaffirmed{(witkout your jmpugning 
or denying ours) the matter wholly 111:por- 
tant; whereas if neither your.,/ nor our 
reaſon, nor that a& were preſſed further, 
. we inſiſted, we told.you,on his act of calt- 
+ing out the Brethren out. of Communion, 
For their keeping. due' and Catholique 
Communion: and this, we ay , and for 
.thiscauſe, was bighly Schiſmaticall.  - 
- .. In.your next Paragraph you anſwer, 
- That,that aQt of. Dzorrephes,, caſting out 


others, .as-aboveſaig., was Rengricall., 


For Diotrephes becoming a Sc iſmatique 
by refiſting St. Fob» , &c. for you will 
| glye 


o 


| Snen pugned not ours,and both might. 
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give a reaſon why it was Schiſmaticall,a 


reaſon of your own. - But here again you 
anſwer; that which was not asked, nor is 
at all contrary to us, viz. That that 
which you alledge is a reaſon- that makes 


his act Schiſmaticall, But you are whol.. 


ly filent.in' that which was- urged; whe- 
ther his a& was not Sebiifmaticall; in thac 
heeaſt out of! the: Churches Communion 
lively mem bers of Chriſts myſticall Body, 
for their keeping dne'Catholique Com- - 
munion. - This we expreſly in our laſt af- 


firmed; and'defired it-might: be noted. 
For.if we affirmed this truly ;'we have 


done the work in hand” viz. proved; That- 


.an aRive voluntary ſeparating, or thruſt. 


ing of others from the zChurches Com- 


-munionin ſome caſe , for ſfome-cauſe ;- is 
-properly Schiſme ; as well as voluntary 
'ſeparating- our! ſelves: .and . therefore 


your definition muſt include both; orelſe 
if is not a perfe& , but-a lame. dehnition. 
But if you think we did not truly affirme 

this; why did you not deny our reaſon? - 
butalledge another reaſon, which-is not 
to deriy ours, and. therefore. denies; not 
the force of our Argument, except you 


otherwiſe deny our Antecedent, on which 
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we inſerted our Conclufion. 

vV 014-95 $7577 ::Þ. 250% 
.. \We anſwer punitually,, that we did net 
wake choice. of a reaſon of our -own', why 
_ Diotrephes was:4 Schiſmatique, but we 
anſwered to your reaſons as they lay un or- 
der. Your words were theſe : y1a, + | 

But there is ſonie* other. active ſepara- 
tion, beſide: that -of ones: ſelf, which is 
truly Schiſme ; for example, Diortrephes 
4nthe Church not receiving St. 4h , or 
denying him communion of that Church, 
and grins to: Brethren, and farbid- 
ting them that would, receive them; and 
calling them out of the Church. 


The order of 'Diotrephes his proceeding | 
ſtands thus , 3 Joan. 9, 10. Firſt, Here-* | 
ceives us not. Secondly, He prattleth a- * 
'gainft.os. Thirdly ; He receives not.the - 


Brethren. '-Fexrthly:, He: forbids, them 
that would. - Fifrhly , Hethrufteth them 
.out of the. Church. . Now we follow the 
order of the T ext , in which the reaſon of 
hs Schiſme ,” and that which made him a 
formall $chiſmatique, is; He receiveth us 
not; Abd" you affigned thisreaſon; alſo 1:7 
'the firſt plate. Therefore.the charge you 
put «pon as, of making choice of a a” 
0 


_ 
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of our owne in your Argument, z: 4 
miſtake. For we here infiſted en the. method 
the ſacred Text adirefts us unto;, as allo 
on your own, 4s #poy a ſecond review'you 
muſt ackpowledge. Ana while you inſiſt 
10 more upon that reaſon, but upon another, 
and complain of us for following your own 
firſt method, yow ſeem to 245 inconſtant in 
the propoſall of your _ Arguments. | 

And we winder not a little, that you 
ſhould paſſe over in ſilence a aireft anſwer, 
given to the firſt part of your objeftion from 
Diotrephes, without taking any notice of it, 
more then if there had-been no auſwer at all 
given to it : which ſhewes , that you were 


| "..z20t anwilling to have that your reaſon 
4} ##hought unanſwered. But by what ts al- 
. 1 ready (aidonour part , we hope it will ap- 
> pear, that we did mit without cauſe tern 


our anſwer to that your firſt reaſon, The 


main ſubſtance of our anſwer , and. the 


thing wholly .important. For chat. was 
the origimall , which made Diotrephes s 


Sy chiſmatique : the other abts which were 


ubſequent ,onely encreaſmng that creme jcon= 
ns by that original af , 4s all Fudiciad 
atts of Schiſmatiques do., eſpecially when 
they contain a new comtempt of lawfull Ec- 
clefiafticall power. Thus 
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T hus we come to the anſwer of your que- 
ftion , to which you require a punttual an- 
fower , and unto which we gave as punituall 
a Categoricall anſwer , as can be gven to 
any queſtion, or propoſition, by anſwering, 
that it was Schiſmatical. The reaſon which 
we gave was (as you cannot deny) atrue 
ſufficient reaſon : for all the furidicall 
Atts of Schiſmatiques are Schiſmatical, 
and we were not oblieged to give more then 4 


ſufficient reaſon. 


Tet to comply with you beyond our obliga- 
ton, we anſwer further, That as the att of 


ſpeaking againſt S. John was in it ſelf tend- 
ng towards Schiſme , ſo likewiſe were the 
ſubſequent atts of not receiving the Bre- 
thren , and caſting them ont of the Church, 
becauſe they communicated with $. John : 
Schiſmaticall afts in themſelves, abſtratt- 
ing. from the precedent Schiſme of him that 
aid them, nat becauſe it was onely an unjuſt 
ejettion ont of that Charch , but fonca at 


contains init 4 contempt and diſobedience _ 


again(s the lawfull Apoſtolicall Paſtour of 
that Church, and by conſequence a reitera- 
ting an aftive volunt ary ſeparation of Dio- 
trephes from: S. John, and by that from the 
whole Church , ut ſupra. And in this we 
cloſe 
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nf chſe thus far with you,that whenſoever caſts 
yu | % anther out of the Churchis done in oppo= 
4 ſition aud rebellion ts all the lawfull Hie+ 
rarchicall. Paſtogrs of the Chareh then in 
; power , it is 4 Schiſmaticall att , 'as this of 
# _ Diotrephes was ; becauſe it containes a v6- 
Fr luntary Separatien of thoſe who did it, from 
the whole. true viſible Church of Chriſt, 
: which ts our definition. | 
{EPS Pi: 12; 
| You define Schiſme to bea yol 
f Separation of one part from the whole 
; true viſible Church of Chriſt. 
; 4 You further explain your ſelf, That in 
"7 your Detinition, firſt, Separationis taken 
' 4 _ for Separationof ones ſelf actively, and 
' |} -notSeparation of another by excommu- 
nication. | 
: We except to your Definition. Becauſe 
/ ſomething within the compaſs of Schiſme 
' _.s: ones voluntary'Separation' of others, - 
(over whom: he hath or pretendeth Juriſ- 
JuriſdiRtion) by unjuſt ejeRing,or caſting 
him out.. This you acknowledge not to 
be contained in the ſeparation which *' 
your: definition: intends: for ſo are your 
:words.,' 1» our definition of Sthiſme , ſepa- 
"ration is taken , for ſeparation of ones ſelf 
atliely, 
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attively, and\not a ſeparation of another by ] 


EXEOMMHNC At, whereby anutker Is ſe CPar 
vated paſſively... rl 
. Now then [ince every active ſeparation 
of another by unjuſt excommunication, 
(though active and voluntary).isa ſepa. 
ration of another by excommunication, 
whereby anotheris ſeparatedpaſlively.; it 
is not included in that ſeparation,which is 
intended in your:definition, (for you ſay, 
feparation'of —_—_ excommunicati- 
on'is not included) and if it benotinclu- 
ded in the ſeparation mentioned in. your 
definition , then it is not- included. in the 
Fen of your definition, and conſequent- 
ſy -notin your definition, (for the differen- 
t44is alwayes withinthe compaſs of the 
genus) yet this we contend to be Schiſme;; 
therefore your -'definition. is no defini. 
JWog: 7 {2 1103 7 14: $79 Bhe90Ta 
You anſwer, Thatthereis no-aGtive ſe. 
paration; fave that of -ones- ſelf from 
the whole:Chairch ,, which can: properly . 
be rearmed: Schilme,;- Theſe your very 
Now that we might: make inftanceir- 
refragiblepf ſomentt of ſeparation-of an 
other from” 'the-Church-, which -. were 
| Schiſme : 


I w— 
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Schiſme, it is ſufficient to alledge any a& 
of we es that is ſuch, For the Perſon, 
we firſt inftance.in .Diorrephes, in whom, 
as. there were, ſeverall Schilmaticall ads 


of ſeparation by us then ſo far recounted, 
as we thought meet : amongſt thoſe aQs, 
after our allegation of them , in our very 
next, welinsle out one of thoſe acts (of 
the er a, not doubting but both ſides 
were agreed) and deſire. you.to ſpeak to 
thit {8 (fince any one attive ſeparation 
1s enouph for our concluſion to beinferred - 
again{t' you, and it was in our. choice, 
ofceh's t we would infit on). of. Dzotre- 
phes caſting out thofe good Chriſtians, 
lively members of Chriſts myſtical Body, 
and"that for no other cauſe pretended, 
but for' their keeping that Communion, 
which you and we know to have been due 
Cathoſigne Communion. . Was , or was 
not, ſaid we, (in our yery ſecond allegari- 
= Stet 4 UOADN 3 I's C40 1 
on of thole as): this at done for this 
cauſe , viz. Their keeping due Catho- 
lique Communion, a Schiſmatical a or 
no? You in your. reply to this queſtion 
fay , it was : alledging, ſay we , another 
reaſon, nor yet denying ours; which we 
replied, not to be an anſwer to our queſti- 
on, unleſs yon had _—_ denied our 
rea- 
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. reaſon , of which we asked you: for we 
asked you, was this caſting out the Bre- 
thren for no other cauſe pretended , but 
for their keeping that Communion, 
which you and we know to have been due 
Catholique communion; was this a& ſchiſ. 
matica]! > Now in your replies, even this 
your laſt , your inſiſting on all thoſe acts 
in the method and order of the Text, five 
inall, and as our own words called for (if 
we review them, ſay you) you ſee we have 
reviewed them, and plainly finde you 
were admoniſhed by our words, (who 
brought your argument) to ſpare your 
pains of conſidering all thoſe acts, or rea- 
ſons, and to ſpeak to what your Oppo- 
nent urgeth npon you, viz. This act of 
his caſting' out , and that for no other 
pretended cauſe, but for their keeping of 
chat Communion whith they did. So that 
if you conſiderit, you will have nocauſe 
to obje&t tous inconſtancy in our propo- 
ſall of our Argument, but conſtant adver- 
tiiing you not to make needleſle diverſi- 
ons, in afſerting that which was not con- 
troverted , nor gain-faid; and fo alſo 
your wonder may ceaſe , why when we 
twice called you-to ſpeak, to what we 
"(who were your Opponents)urged as our 


Argu- - 


+ 
| 


x - andwehad alledged, = if our 
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Argument , you anſwering to another 
agreed part of the Text, we paſle it over. 
How could you fear, that we would have 
that our reaſon to be thought unanſwer- 
ed, whocalled youtwice punctually to 
ſpeak to another part of the Text, and 
that former was mentionedby us, not as 
our reaſon of the inference of our conclu- 
ſion, bat as our inſtance of Diotrephes 
Schiſme , wherein we knew. you would 
agree with us; and yet you have never 
done with it. If that werein your judge- 
ment the __ reaſon, which made 
Diotrephes a Schiſmatique ; *cwas not the 
principall inſtance of your Opponents, 
on which they profeſſed their inference to 
depend, to which the Reſpondents ſhould 


_ attend and ſpeak. 


At laſt, you come to give us a punQuall 
anſwer, It was Schiſmaticall. This was 
nota punRual anſwer. Our queſtion was, 
wasthisa& done for no other pretended - 


cauſe, but their keeping of that Commu- 


nion , which you and we know due and 
Catholique Communion, Schiſmarticall ? 
The reafon you.give , is not in anſwer to 
us at all; for you cannot pretend that 
your real: 


reaſon denies ours to bea reaſon . 
_— 
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be yielded, (5d eft; not denied, as you now 
here do not , nor can deny) then ſuch 
aQive ſeparating, or caſting out another 
for ſome ſuch cauſe as we alledpe, is ſchiſ- 
maticall ; whereas you had in the head of 
this diſcourſe Jaid down this Theſes, There 
is no ative ſeparation, ſave that of ones ſelf 
from the whole Charch, which can properly 
be termed Schiſwe.. | 

We had indeed our ſelves granted, yea 
contended, that he alſo which ſeparaterh 
others unjuſtly from the Church Com- 
munion, doth-thereby indeed (ifnotfepa- 
rate before)conſequentially ſeparate him- 
 felf from the Church: So Firmilian to 
Stephen, © Thou haft cut off thy ſelf, do 
* not deceive thy ſelf , foraſmuch as he 
*is truly ſchiſmaticall , faith Firmiliay, 
* who hath made himſelf .an Apoſtate 


* from the Communion of Eccleſiafticall- 


** Unity; for while chou thoughteft ro cut 
*off others from thee, thou haſt cut off 

* thy ſelf from all. Thus far Firmiliam. 
Finally, when you will grant ſuch a& 
ſchiſmaricall, yet you ſay, Nor becanfe ir 
was ouely an unjuſt cebtion- out of the 
Church, which is again to fay nothing in 
anſwer to us, for we never ſaid, it was 
onely an unjuſt ejefion ont of the 
Church, 
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Church, and therefore could not ſay, Ze. 
cauſe it was "_ an unjuſt ejetion, &c. 
ſo you refute no body. Tt'is enough for 
us, and for our conclnfion, to fay it was a 
ſchiſmarticall a, becauſe it was an unjuſt 
ejection out of the Church , not becauſe 
onely, &C. | 
Your'laft reſtriction we reje&t, and 
averrethat all unjuſt -and criminal ejeRi- 
ons of others (who are lively members 


of Chriſts myſtical Body) out of Church. 


Communion, for holding faſt thoſe things 
which belong to- members of the ho 
Catholique Church, as ſhe is the holy Ca- 
tholique Church, is highly and mortally 
Schiſmaticall: And'this we averre, whe- 
ther all or any other (beſide the ſepara, 
tours themſelves) of the tawfult Hierar-- 
chicall: Paſtours of the Church then iq 
power, doat all take knowledge , orno- 
tice of ſuch their at” of ſeparating , or 
thoſe ſeparations of them. 
* Theſe (29) preedent Pages have been eximi- 
ned as they ſtand here, before both parties, and 
” found agreeing with another Copy , which is 
. bened:with both our hands, as tbis;#4.; al. ſo 
are to. have credit with bithparts., ſo far as 
they agree together. 
Note that this Sublcriprion relates to the authen-, 
ticall wikeen original, Petra. G. | 
Foarines T. 
G47; Tour 
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hoe: Ji 

' Tour ſomething too much (as we Con- 
ceive) adheſicw to your own defence , infor- 
ces us to utter what otherwiſe {out of the 
reſpett we bear you) might have remained 
buried in perpetual ſilence. The plain truth 
therefore ts , that yous diſcovered "mot in the 
propoſing pat firſt reaſon in Diotrephes 
hrs caſe, the true ſenſe of the word , mhere- 
03 Jou groundedit , viz. He recciveth us 
not. For you took it for an excommunicati- 


on of $, John made againſt him by Diotre- 


| Phes, as appears by your ſaying thus , Not 
receiving 4 Fohs 4 or Zh him the 
Communion of that Church, as if thoſe two 
expreſſions were Synomyma”s: and hence fol- 
lows, that as you gave precedency of place to 

this reaſon before the others , ſo you attribii- 


ted to it the preheminence of power to prove 


your intent againſt us , in your firſt prope- 
fallof this argument. 'For if to caſt others 


ont of the Church were ſo mortall a Schiſ- 
maticall att, as you ſay it was, becauſe they 


received not $.John, by a more forcible rea-. 
fon muſt you have eſteemed the denying S. 


John himſelf the communion of that Church 
(which # equivalent toa caſting him out of 
that Church) to have been a mf 'grievons 
anortall ſix of Schiſme : for propter quod 
| YUNuUmMm- 
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unumquodque tale, & illad magis. Now 
when we had made a full diſcovery of the 
true meaning of thoſe words , He receiveth 
us not, 11 our anſwer , and thereby rendred 
thu firſt part of your argument drawn from 
them., not onely of no effe& to ſerve your 


turn, but of main ſtrength to confirm our de- 


finstion, you firſt concealed our anſwer, nei- 
ther yielding any ſatisfattion tot , nor ta- 
king any wotice of it ww reply to that Pa- 
ragraph : and then being challenged by us 
of this preterition 3 Jos Sane this fe Pea 
ſon, and removed the whole ſtrength of your 
argument to the laſt of your reaſons , alled- 
ging that the argument being yours, you 
ht inſft upon what reaſon you pleaſed, 
which you ered moſt important for you in 
it. How diſſonant this your poſition 1s to the 
rules fxeopgge make appear thus. 
' Poy though it be 


meſt true , inthe firſt 
propoſall of an argument, that the Opponeat 
may pitch upon what reaſon he leet} for 
his beſt advantage, yet when he hath once 
attually propounded any , as you did thrs 
in proof of your Minor, according to all laws 
and principles of Logicall Diſputes , he 
ſtands obliged to maintain every one of them , 
if the Reſpondent except againſt them, or 
anſwer ta them , as here we did to yours ; 

C 4 and 
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and.cannt_ recede fror. any of. them with- 
our 4. note of Diſadvantage to himſelf and. 


his cauſe. For what rationall perſon will 
not judge that Opponent worſted, who main- 
rains wot every reaſon, that he hath objefted 
againſt his Adverſary ? Neither will your 
ſaying, that you inſiſted onely after your : 
ſwer was given #pon your laſt. reaſon , 

eſteeming it moſt forcible for you a 9? 
ns, For firſt. 1 have made it clear, that in 
your firſt Propoſal, youu eſteemed your firſt 
reaſon, either as much.or more forcible, then 


your laſt , till the weakneſs. of 18 was di fa 


vered by our anſwer... 04.1 ain, 1 


ij now fs ugh pen your I red fe. 


cauſe you conceive it forcible for Jou agg 


#5 ; all Equity will ſay, Th hat it 3s feed, 


for. 15.to mpſt » wy the. mecha of your.” 
firſt reaſon, and the frength of our anſwer . 


t9it ; becauſe we conceive ut makes as muc 

for us againſ# you. Whether therefore Jon 
Propoſed not this firſt reaſon, of not recei- 
ving St. fohn, unpremeditately ; concealed: 
the anſwer toit, artificially , diſallowed it. to 
be yours, ungroundedly ; chargedi it upon or 
chuſing of at, undeſervedly ; quitted it too 
facilely , and adhered ſolel to another leſs 
conſtantly , we leave it to the impartiall 
Judgement of any ads Hearer, or 


Reader, 


_— ” 
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Reader, who #, or ſhall be rightly informed 
of the whole proceeding on both ſides in this 
particular : and withall require, that 10# 
ackuwleage expreſly , that this your jr jt 
reaſon propounded by you, in your Argument 
of Diotrephes, zs of no force ,, and that our 
Reply. to it ſkands unanſwered, before you 
proceed further. 
Fe 1% : | 

In the beginning of this reply., ſome- 
thing that ſhould have lain buried, out of 
reſpe& to us, as you are pleaſed to ſay, 
you would ſeem now provoked to bring 
up from the grave, (or raiſe a duſt againſt 
us) aypg akde,to wit,thoſe reſpeRts you 
formerly bear us; and hereto, provoked 
it- ſeems by nothing from us., (as your 
own reaſon acknowledges) but-onely by 
Our tc much (as you judge it) zdheſicn to 
cur own defence. Now why, we pray you, 
ſhould our adheſion to our own defence, | 
which we judge moſt juſt, and charitabie, 
and, inoffenſive to any, move you to ſolli- 
cite the Graves, and to go about, when 
you, cannot perſwade by Argument, to - 
affright by an apparition of ſomething, 
which yet afterwards never appears? We : 


finding in our ſelves no paſlion of fear, . 


intreat you to recall your minds from any . 


\EORED? 25: Gd , 
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paſſion whatſoever, and to return to fuch 
quiet reaſoning , as becomes the ſubje&t 
matter of our conference , which is for 
eccleſiaſticatl love and union, againſt 
Schiſme and uncharitableneſs. | 
You tell us , We diſtovered not in our 
prepoſing the firſt: reaſon in Diotrephes 
* caſe, the true ſenſt of the words whereon we 
grounded it, viz. He receiveth us uot. In 
which reply we diſcover, and will lay be- 
. fore you many affeRed miſtakes. For we 
never propounded fir/#, ſecond, or third 
| reaſon in Drorrephes his caſe, but theſe 
were diviſions of reaſons made by your 
ſelves now and heretofore , and never by 
us. The: occaſion did not require any 
fuch diverſity of reafons , neither did the 
manner of our introduction of that ex. 
ample ſignifie any multiplicity of reaſons 
intended. The occaſion was onely to ſhew, 
that fome a& , beſide theſeparating ones 
lf is Schifmaticall; and the proving any 
one fuch a& , was ſufficient to make that 
good; therefore the occaſion required 
no fuch diverſity of reafons, as well 
as no diverſity of reafons was narmed: 
Next; onr introdu@ion of the example 
of Diurrophes was after this. manner. B, 5. 
But rhere is forme o:her ative ſeparation bee 
ae 
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fide that of ones ſelf, whichis truly Schiſm , 
for _ Diotrephes, &c. The man- 
ner of which introduction of the example 
doth no way ſignifie, that we intended fe- 
verall reaſons, by producing of the words 
which foHow. For it is moſt evident, that 
if any one at of Diorrephes were an. 
active voluntary ſeparation (which both 
fides required) and ze: of himſelf, and yet. 


that a& wereSchiſmaticall, it were abun- 
_ dantly ſufficient to prove, That ſome other 


attive ſeparation, _ that of ones ſelf , ts 
truly Schiſme : Which were our introdu- 
ductive words. Therefore the introduCi- 
on of the example of Dztrephes did no 
way ſignifie,thatwe intended any diverſity 
of reaſonsin thewords produced; Where- 
fore fince the -occaſion of+ the example 
did not require, and our introduction of 
it did not- ſignifie any diverſity of rea- 
ſons in the cafe of Diorrephes :-in the 
next place 'we -ask you, do you finde- 
any where; in any our propounding of 
our” reaſoning: from thecaſe of Diorre- 
phes, orof the words which we mention- 
ed out of 3. S. 7oby v, 9: anymention of 
firſt and /econd reaſon; &c. Or-can you: 


put upon us; thar *tis impoſſible we ſhould 


findeany:- juſt occaſion once to maintar 
any.” 


tad 
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anywords in wv, 9. 10. which g0 before 
& 7hs exrancias exfans,butthat we mult 
needs profeſs to urge them as an argu- 
ment before our argument, out of thoſe 
words, He cafteth them,out of the Church. 
If you will {ſtill inſtead of anſwering our 
Argument , be finding out ſuſpicions of 
other arguments already diſavowed by 
us, ſhew fome colour from our words, or 
the occaſion of our words , or the intro- 
duction of. our reaſon. As for our part, 
wetruly affirm, that we intended andal- 
ledged but ove reaſo,grounded on one at 
of Dictrephes., as we have adhered in the 
tenure of our diſcourſe to. no more then 
one. This therefore is your firſt importu- 
nate miſtake, in attributing to us the prox 
poſall of our firſt reaſon in Diotrephes caſe : 
which implies a propoſall of two reaſons 
at leaſt, whereas we. never propounded 
any more , asa reaſon, then ove, The. ſe- 
. cond miſtake is, that we grounded, aur rea- 
{oaupon theſe words, He receiveth ws mit... 
For as we intended byt. opereaſon,ſo that 

our one reaſon we groynded not upon 

thoſe. words. For being that oneaR of 
that nature which we- pretended. was 

enough to prove our Afingr and to, Q\er- 

throw your-debaition, as as 
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ed: if we had intended inthoſe words to 
have proved it by that a& contained in 
thoſe words, He. receiveth us net , we 
would once have ſaid ſo. But be that of 
z0t receiving S. fob, Or be-it not notori- 
ous Schiſme , which nor.then, nor now, 
did we, or do we affirm. or deny , we:in- 
tending to, urge: ſomething. that ſhould 
be clearly and confeſſedly an unjuſt caſting 
others.:qut of the, Communion of, the 
Church, and not ora!P(as poſlibly wighe 
have: been, pretended) a ſubduction. of 
obedience, and denying the Communion 
of ſubordination:to a ſpperiour: we pro- 
felled to. intend to ground gur reaſon, yp- 
on the laſwords(as we have alwayes told 
YOU), VIZ. '#x Tis a6%ANDLa;; i BaAAct , AN 
made. uſe. of the precedent, words onely 
for the better under Fonding 5 .and to ſay 
the truth, not onely for the joyning. of 
them to Dierrephes the Schiſmatique, bur. 
to.his Charagter 9ao7paliyan , apdehgre. 
fore. we. added., and: wn. a/l.thy loving ts 
have the, prebemaivency. We deny therg- 
fore that. we eyer grounded any; allgdged 
reaſan of qurs for: the progf. of our 4d+ 
at's ge ap wy YEChtuerh 11S 
#4 : AnQ'WE CEGATe., at, we; praduced 
thoſe wards —— 
CE 4 
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ceſſary to lead = to thoſe: following 
 words,”.which did contain the reaſon, 
for which we alledged the example of 
Diotrephes. | | 
Thirdly, you blamens-in that we d;/Zo- 


ered not the true ſexſe of theſe words, 


whercas we were not tobe blamed, if we 
did not, becaufe we had no occaſion, 
much lefſe obligation, to inſiſt to diſcover 
the ſenſe of thoſe gwords : and why that 
ſhoukd be objected tous , which did'no 
way concern us, we cannot apprehend, 


Burt becauſe we gavea gloſsupon thoſe 
words, which you ſay,did not diſcover the 


rrue ſenſe; and when-you come to ſpeak 
of your 'own reply ,-your ſelves fay of 
yourſelves, That you made a full diſcove- 
ry of the true meaning of thoſt words , He 
receiveth us not Let usa while conferre 
our tranſjent Gloſſe with your full di/? 
-- | Onr words were tlieſe, Diotrephes in the 
Church not receiving $. John , or denying 


him the Communion of that Church. Your 


words 'were theſe. Is not receiving S.: 
John, who was his lawſll Paſtonr, and in 
ay een Ng the whole —_— be ſe- 
parated nmſelf from him , and from the 
whole. We; who intended not coinſift on 


EE a nt” 
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any full diſcovery , gave by the way a 
rlofſe , hich 66 toi ad to te 
rrue interpretation of thoſe words: For it 
ismoſt certain and evident , that when S. 
7Zohn wrote to the Church, he which re- 
ceived him not , denied him the Commu. 
nion of the Church, to which he wrote ; 
and the demiall of Communion isas large 
a ſpeech, and contains as much 'as the xo: 
receiving can contain. For S. Fohy havin 
right of Communion with that Church, 
and by that -— mary a power to write 
to them Directions and Precepts, which 
they were obliged to receive; and he 
actually writing , and thereby requiring - 


the receipt , he whicki received hins nor, 


plainly denied him the Commnnion of 
the Church : and he whiich fayes, he de- 
nied him the Communion of the Church, 
fayes as muchas he which ſayes, he recei- 
ved him not. Therefore our Gloſs, though 
ſhort, was a true interpretation, whereas 


Y your full &ſcovery of the true meaning of 


theft words looks not upon the meaning 
yer he words at all in their true and for- 
mal{ ſenſe, but at ſomething to be nece(- 
farily adjoyned to them-erther- antece- 
dently or conſequently. For he whict 
received not. Saint obs , — 


40 T he propoſal of the firſt 
him to be his lawful Paſtour,and in Com- 
nion with the whole Church, muſt accor- 
ding to your maner of reaſoning bea for- 
mal ſchiſmatique,at leaſt aimo,in will and 
affettion, before that non-reception ; but 
by your Tenet alſo, none can be a formal] 
Schiſmatique . but by ſeparating himſelf 
from the whole Church : Therefore D:«- 
rrephes ſeparating himſelf from the whole 
\ Church, could not be the meaning of 
. thoſe words, He receiveth us not, Or if 
you will ſay , that in not receiving St, 
| Zobn, Diotrephes ſeparated himſelf from 
St. ?obn,and being St.7ohz was in commu- 
ation with the whole , he conſequentially 
ſeparated himſelf from the wholeChurch, 


and, thereby. became a. formall Schiſma- 
tique: this is not the diſcovery of the. 
meaning of the words, but a declaration 
of the conſequence of them , which you - 
would give, when no man called for it, 


. ngp occaſion, required, | 
But.when Fou fay., that therefore our 
Expoſition dl 
becauſe we took. t, 1ſay-you » for-an Ex- 
communication of. St.John by Diotrephes, 
weyorder-how,you, come to-know, and 
to affirm, we tookit ſo, lince we never 
faid-le; and (if rhat benot. enough) we 


never 


d not. diſcover the Truth, . 


gms of 
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never. thought ſo, But. it. appears., ſay 
you, by our. ſaying thus , [Nat rEceIVIR 
Sr, John, or denying him the cqmmunicn S 
that Charch, | as if thoſe two Expreſſions 
were Synonimexs. Why , be or be not 
thoſe two Expreſſions Sywonimous , yct 
unlefs denying St. 7ohy the Communion 
of that Church , ;and, Excommunication 
of St. Zahn be Synaun's allo., your ac- 
cuſation, of us hath no connexion with 
your proof : and $S7zoimg's theſe are 
nor, fqraſmuch as; there, may be a deny- 
Sig (vi+ + Commyion.of 

1 


0 fugamt ', as, thus. > I, denied was) 

LIF-TICORINPOCAROED. .,..,. - . 
1} w.aiten fo, Many, MYLAKES, v6 begin 
to make your inconequent :nterences; 


asf £aue Preqedency. of, place to this reaſus 
befars the othen , {o, we attributed ta.it the 


”. 
» 


preheminence of naptr, ta Mneve cur intents 
againſe, you., To which we anſwer, Firſt, 

bat we gave but one reaſon, and, there- 
fore we gave not. precedency. of place tg 
this _ before, another ;. Eor where 
there is.no,diyerſity, there can, be no. pre- 
cedency. Secondly, That we did not. at- 
tribute to,it, the preheminence of power, * 
to.prove our intents againſt you, toy that 

| in 
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inour argumentation we placed no pre- 
heminence of power, or proofin ict. We 
intended it not againſt you any further, 
then as a way to bring you to thoſe 
words, _ _> mor to ws Joey 
againſt you; all which our next reply d: 
mliedny fignifie. 
"This your unreaſonable affirmation is 
bur little in reſpe&t of your wonderfull 
undertaken Ratiocination. For you will 
not onely affirm we uſed that Argument, 
which we never did, ' but you will prove 
by reaſon that we muſt do fo ; which is a 


an Argument from an Opponent(becauſe 
he thinks he can anſwer it better , then 
that which is brought by him.). For if ro 
caſt others ont of the Charch, you ſay, &c. 
Were your Argument weld ogy and that 
Non-reception were equivalent to EjeQti- 
on, yet it would not prove, that we gave 
the preheminence to that reaſon, or muſt 
uſe that for a reaſon, except you had firſt 
proved, that we alwayes muſt do what- 
foever we might do ;' and that we al- 
wayes thought thoſe terms "equivalent 
. which you do. 

' You proceed to let us know, how much 
you have been too hard for us, for - 
rendre 


firange way of a Reſpondent, to extort 6 
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rendred thisfirſt part of our Argument, 
not onely of no effe& to ſerve our turn, 
but of main ſtrength to confirm your 
definition ; which were two great ads 
in a Reſpondent, if you had as truly per- 
formed, as pretended them. If what we 
produced for our purpoſe, had been ſo 
well managed by us, that it had not 
onely been improper to proveour intent; 
butalſo had proved that which we in- 
rended to deſtroy , we muſt needseither 
have made an ill Argument , or have 
maintained a bad Cauſe. But you were 
far from making thoſe words of none ef- 
fe to ſerve our turn, for if they did co- 
_—O_ the _ Abs follow, in 
ich alone we placed our Argument, 
hey bave and will ſerve our turn ſuffici- 
ently ; and ſuch a' coherence, you have 
not , you cannot deny. And that you 
madethem of —_—_— gh to confirm "ar 
definition, is ſo far from truth, that it hath 
no colour of it. For this being queſtion- 
edin your definition, whether another 
a& beſides a ſeparation' of ones ſelf, be 
ſchiſmatical ; and you affirming,that yon 
underſtood in your definition no 
a, but the ſeparation of ones ſelf, there 


was no other way for you to _ 
at 


44 T he. propoſall of the firſt 
that definition,which was queſtioned, but 
by. proving that which was queſtioned, 
Now being it was never quelaganeo, whe- 
ther he which ſeparateth himſelf be ſchiſ- 
maticall: ſince you did nothing elſe ix 
Jour diſcovery, but aſſert that Dictrephes 
did ſeparate himſelf from the whole 
Church; (how truly we do not heze; en- 
quire) it followeth that you made thoſe 
words of no ſtrength at all to confirm 
your defigition. | | 
Upon theſe miſtaken grounds you be. 
gin to charge, firſt, that we concealed your 
an{wer : and"tis true , we gave no.cxprels 
reply.to the words of your anſwer (which 
were no anſiyer +0 our Argpment). nof 
that-we intendeg: to conceal it ,. for: we 
conld nor, it being written-ja.the front of 
our-Reply , but.to.avoid that diverſion, 
which the; Auditours now. finde by your 
importynate repetition of it ſince, to have 
followed., and to bring onr Argument to 
a ſpeedy iſſue, which we earneſtly defired, 
Obſerving therefore, that you had miſta- 
ken thoſe words of St. Fon, inwhich we 
placed our Argument : and. being reſo}- 
ved, as wetold you before, nt io be nice 
withiyay, nor to multiply Replies without 
- neceſlity , we paſled that by , which was 
18! | | onely 
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onely your miſtake, and ſhewed you plain- 
« ere we placed our Argument: From 
this cauſeſeſs and unneceſſary charge,you 
proceed to a ſecond, whicti1s manifeſtly 
falſe, ſaying, That we being advertiſed by 
Jen of this preterition, quitted our firſt rea- 
ſon, ard removed the while ſtrength of our 
Argument to the laſt of one reaſons. This 
we declare to beuntrue : for we expreſly 
and punRually gave you notice, that we 
plac'd our Argument in the laſt words ci- 
ted out of Et, 70h, before you gave us 
any advertiſement of that -preterition, 
And we need no more then the: papers 
themſelves to declare the truth of this re. 


ply, and to dere& the errour of your 


charge. For we plainly reRified: the mi- 
ſtake, and ſhewed our argument to. be 
placed in the laſt words of St. Fohn, #x Ths 
exxanoias exBanntl in ourreply, 8.6.where- 
as you did not' advertife usof this prete- 
rition; until your anſwer; 4.7: Andin. 
deed you could' not advertiſe ns of ' the 
preterition, before'we ſhewed our: Argu- 
ment to be:placed in the laſt words: os 
cauſe the'onely reafon why.wepaſſed by 


wy” 


our anſwer , was , for that we had not- 


placed our Argument in thoſe words; 
ro which' you dire&ted/ your _— 
WIucn 
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which: we ſhewed not by ſaying fo, 
but by expreſſing in which words we 
placed them. Art the ſame time then, and 
in the fame Reply we paſſed your anſwer 
by,and gave notice where our reaſon lay, 
and the giving notice of our reaſon, was 
the cauſe of the preterition. You could 
not therefore know of the preterition, be- 
fore you muſt take notice of the particu- 
lar placing of the reaſon : and therefore 
to charge us with ſhifting our argument 
after your adyertiſement , isto ſay , not 
onely that which is untrue, but that which 
in this caſe was impoſlibleto be true. 

All this miftake will appear moſt ma- 
nifeſtly, if we look but upon the method 
of the written papers. For firft you mi- 
take the words in which we placed our 
reaſon. A. 6. Thenwe advertiſed you in 
which words our reaſon was placed. B. 6, 
After that, you tell us of the preterition. 
A. 7. Andwe reply , thattheinftance of 
Diotrephes was our own, and therefore we 
might make uſe of what a& of Diorrephes 
we. pleaſed. B. 7. Here you charge us 
with ſaying, That the Argument being 
ours, we might infiſt upon > reaſon we 
pleaſed, — your conſtant miſtake : 
for we never ſaid what reaſon, but what att 
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we pleaſed, Joienging to makeuſe of bur 
onereaſon, lth; grande pon pep 
.a&, which we pl And. certainly . 
when we had produced the inſtagce of Di- 
| ay 14g it was our right, andno injury 
complained of by any , that we 
77 inſtance in what one a& we plea- 
except we were obliged to fone 
every a of Dyotrephes , which he did 
be Schiſmaticall, and no a& of his ip 
ſeparation of himſelf, which we are ſure 
we were not. 
'  Astotheobligationofan Opponent to 
maintain every one of his reaſons, it con- 
. cernsus not in this particular : becauſein 
this caſe of Diotrephes we propounded but 
one, and that we were ready to maintain, 
when we could once get you todeny it. 
Andif an Opponent be in a bad conditi- 
on, who maintains not every reaſon pro- 
duced , (eſpeci ally by the 
himſelf) certainly wm Reſpondent isin a . 
e, who anſwers not every reaſon ob. 
te by oh et ee For if one rea- 
fon t by the Opponent be unan- 
ſered , the Reſpondents cauſe mult fall, 
though: all thereſt of the Opponentsar- 
guments were invalid. 


Wherefore we hope it will not be in- 
ter- 


PAY 
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terpreted ill manners, if we do not fay as 
you diate tous, That we in/fted onely wp- 
6s the laſt +eaſon, but we infilted npon one 
onely reaſon, which was contained in the 
laſt words. And whereas you fay, We 


. Have made. it clear , we efteemed our firſt 
 rtaſon, either as much or more forcible then 


the laſt : To paſſe by your conſtant im- 
propriety of a firſt 'reaſon , . when "there 
was but one,; certdinly *rismanifeſt you 
have'not made'it dearin this Reply; and 
as manifelt jt is, that you never mention- 
ed it before. We never ſaid it wasas force- 
able; we never'thought it ſo, you never 
till now fo' much as Rig we thought ſo : 
and'therefore how you have made itclear 
we cafitiot imagine, We'mult therefore 
fill infiſt (not upsn the laft reaſon, but) 
upon the laſt words produced , becauſe 


e 


% 


&y are a pregnant inſtance. of, ſome 
We 


o * T 
. 


active ſepatacioh, belide that of ones ſelf. 
AI Rſinfift upon the weak- 
nefſe of our fitftreafon,, (as you callit) 
you PE y butif you do, you will plainly 
manifeſt' yotir intention.,, to fpinne on 
therithein that which is no way; pettincat 
toe cafe: arid whetl” you have ſpent 
your ſelves-upon this, we thiiſt expect. you 
Thobi!d protttd "to the two next acts of 
| Di6- 
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Diotrephes , mentioned by us as, much as 
the firſt, viz. That he received mt the 
Brethren, and forbad them that would. 

- Wherefore we now in'compliance with 
your appeal , leave it likewiſe to the im- 
partiall judgement of the Hearer,, whe- 
ther we propounded the firkt reaſon,of not 
receiving St. 7ohu (for we would noten- 
vy the Auditors the muſick of your Ryth- 
micall--Cadencies) . #premedttately.;: or 
concealed your anſwer to-it arrificially, 
or diſaliowed it to-be ours 4n7r0ndedly, 


_ orchargedic upon-your chuſing of it '#1- 


deſervedly, or quit it to facily, and adhe.. * 


red to. another /eſſe conſtantly, 


{/ Firſt, whether. we -propounded-itun-! 
premediately, who propounded it-not 
all., who have brought'to the reſt your 
meditations : which notwithſtanding. we 
remain yet unconvinced,that-weeyer pro- 
pounded that Argument. either premedi- 
tately.or.,unpremeditately-;, whether we 
concealed your anſwer to. it artificially, 
who uſed no art. at. all. to, conceal it , bur 
paſfingit by as unneceſſary, and diltinct- 
ly as wecould,propounding our own rea-, 
ſon , conceaked onely your: impertinency. 
Whether we. diſallowed it to be ours un- 

aff D ground- 


5O T ve propofall of the firſt 
groundedly, who-muſt needs know beſt 
which are our own reaſons and grounds, 
and which not :. and do certainly know, 
chat you found no ground in our words, 
thatthis was one of: ours. W herher we 
charged it upon your chuſing of it unde- 
ſervedly., when we our ſelves never made 
choice of it; andit belongeth not to you 
to chuſe our Arguments for us. Whether 
we quitted it-too facilely,who never quit- 
teditatall , becauſe we never acknow- 
ledged it, and yet you go on never to:quit 
ir. Whether we adhered | ſolely to: an- 
* other leſfſe conſtantly , when the reaſon 
we produced was not another, becauſe 
but'6ne, and'to'that one weadhered moſt 
conltantly. M,  VISBIDS HOY 
HET.3 | C14. 

Tn anſwer to your often reiterated demals, 
that you either preſſed or framed any tirkk or 
ſerondreaſon; &c. in your fixft' propoſall of 
rhe' iſtance of 'Diotrephes; 'we':wuleage 
wurformall and expreſſe words:, whichare- 
, theſe, Page t. B.4. 4x. Buttheresfome 

ative ſeparation; beſide that of ones ſelf; 
which'is truly Schiſme : for.example, Dic- 
rrephes' the; Church- not-receiving. Se. - 
7ohn, or denying hin the Communion iof 
77 0 that 
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that Church:; anddenying it to the Bre- 
thren, and forbidding ' them that-would 

_ receive them, andcaſt-ng them out of the - 
Church, (and all this as loving to have 

' the preheminence). was mortally & Schif- 
matique. Thus you. Now firſt we reſerve. 
it to the judgement of any indifferent Andt- 
tour \, whether any. judictall Reader by the 

ſole force of theſe words can gather, that yois 

placed your Argument in this firſt propo- 
fall; vzely:in the tuft a of Diotrephes, of 
caſting out the Brethren, a»d #2 none of the 
former : or what reaſonable argument can 
be drawn from theſe words preciſely , that 
all the precedent words were uſed by you one= 

pforche better underſtanding, and asan- 
recedent and neceſſary to lead us: to thofe 
following words, &c, (as yo ſay in your 
laft reply) and we defire , that the preciſe - 
words in the forecited of yoars be particu- 
larly ſpecified, which ſignifie this difference « 
and if 'ns ſych difference of p/acing your ar- 
gumeny onety in the” Taff att of Diotrephes 
mentioned, can be efficarionfly deduced from 
any of them, we hope that the Auditors will 


Fo judge, that we had juft reaſon to rhinkinour- 


Repl yrs, this firſt propoſal, ro concerue | 
that "jou placett Jour "Argument" us _ 
* , *% 2 t 
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$2 T ne propofall of the firſt 
.the firſt af of Diotrephes here ſpecified, as * 
in the laſt. And ſtanding tm the ſame rea- 
ſon we had alſo juſt pn to ſay., that you 
having Jgniped ao diff erence betwixt them 
in your firſt propoſall, ” you ſhifted off your 
Argument from the firſt to.the laſt of. thoſe 
atls ; onely after you had ſeen our anſwer, 
whereby it appeared , that the firſt at of 
Diotrephes here ſpecified by you, was of -n0 
advantage to. your cauſe. For had you pla- 
ced your. Argument in this firſt propoſal, 
#» the laſt . ati alone, and preceeaed clearly 
aud candidly with the Auditours., and your 
Adverſfaries, you ſpould inthat very firſt 
propol:ll have declared it : and.not onely 
after you were preſſed. to, it by aur. Kepty. 
Exrther, if nou ſa} that you bad not (eetled 
Jour Argument 10413 one of theſe, fareſaid 
atts of Diotrephes 7x the tarit propoſition 
of that inſtance ,, we demand, why then did 
Jou ſend it us to be anſmered, beg, onely an 
undeterminare and ambiguous Argument ? 
-, Or hop could \ yo, demand, a determinate 
"anſwer ta it from 28, whileſt you had deters 
mined nothin 0121 : and we could uot gather 
fromthe preciſe words, that it was indeter= 


ms ; 4, but rajher Fo 
[2 


4.4, but rather that it; embraced all: the 
att derermitately there mentioned þ1.J08 


« . 
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_ which #anner'ef propoſition" could nr: be” 
fair ina Logical Diſpute. For to what alt 
of Diotrephes' /ſcever' we' had framed our 
anſwer, you had ſtill this effugium left open: 
to'you '' to. tell ws your Argument was not 
placed in that but 1m another att. 
t'Seromaly', in the forecited Sentence of 
's, we demand to what theſe words, viz. 
and all chis; are referred, Surely not to the 
laſt aft alone , fo? that cannot be ſard tobe 
allthis; that 7s ,- \rhe whole complex of all: 
thoſe atts, before related: of -Diotrephes, 
untefſe you make 'oncof them alone tobe all, 
avid a ſole part to be the whole © But theſe 
words\muſt neceſſarily. be related to them 
all: and to everyone; of thoſe foreſaid afts ;"\ 
and you mitſtmean rhattheywore'ullo)1n\, 
febteavwith the: (chifhiaticalt pride and bn. 
/olebiry.of 'Diotrephes :as'Joving'to have: 
the'preheminence;:which\you'addegto-pive 
forceiro the provingof that complex of atts' 
to: have, been mortally ſchiſmaticall : and” 
conſequently thar' by: the ſaid whole* come. 
plex'the was made mortally a Schiſmatiqut.! 
For why either: that unbition named un 
Sefipture,” or | ſpecified by you ( unleſſe' you 
inſerted it as a metr:Parergon,' and ma-! 
king, natbing.to your preſent intent.) but to' 
#183 D 3 give - 


es F 


54- . The propoſail of the. firſt 
geve evidence of the ſchiſmaticall prixe of: 
Diotrephes,  - © i 4k” 

w hen therefore you ſay in your laſt Re- 
ply, That you joyned theſe words , not 
onely to Dietrephes the Schiſmatique, but. 
to his Charater, enmoopelivar, you acknow-! 
ledge, that all thoſe afts were related to bis 
 Schiſme., beth immeatately in hiz ſchiſmas» 
ricall perſon, and meatately to hus ſchiſma- 
* ficall ſpirit» Nay, even tn your ſecond "che 

Poſall of your Argument from Diotrephes, 
though you demand an anſwer particularly. 
to the laſt-att of caſting out the Brethren, 
&C. 4s judging tt: of woſt force \amongft 
them, to prove your mtent, yet you clearly 
place Jour Argument inthem all. For you 
ſay thus in. your Anſwer to.our Reply, page. 
2. B. 5. where you-[ay to 45 theſe ag 
word : viz..Y 0 anſwer+by aſſetting this, 
There is no-active ſeparation, ſave that 
of ones ſelf, from the whole Church, 
which can properly be termed Schiſme. 
Tins we ſhew to be: untrue, firſt, from: 
the example of Diotrephes, 1who out- of, 
affecation of preheminence , both -him- 
ſelf received not St. Fohy, his lawfull Su- 
periour, nor the Brethiren-, and forbad 
them'that would receive them:, and alſo 

EC caſt 
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caſt them out of the Church... Where you 
moſt evidently labour ta. ſhew or afſertion 
to be wntrae, both from Diotrephes his not 
receiving St, 7ohx, &Cc. and alſo from his 
caſting out the Brethren : and thereforg 
You'cannot reſtrain your Argument. to this 
laſt-att alone, without retratling your. own 
warads,and plainly contraditting Yewr ſelves. 
Whence 4t appears , with how little trath 
Jon ſayin your laſt Reply, that you pliced 
year Argument in the laſt words of Saint 
Jolin, *x Tits, &C. before J:44 were warued of 
the preteration , by our anſwer : firtbere 
ho rparh ' Your —_— oe ll, but ine 
ed principally en:the laft"," of calting-out 
What you here frm. Thatyou took 
not denying St. Fobythe. Communion of 
that Church, for anExcommunication of 
him, bet for a. denying of 'Cormianion 
of Subordination to him , which {ay yor, 
and that truly) is not Excomimunication, 
appeares manifeſtly by your own words now 
rited, to be antrae. For when you bad ſ732, 
- Ordenying him-rhe Communion-of that 
Church, you preſently adde; and denying 
it tothe Brethren , which ſignified , that 
be denied the ſame Communion to $r. John, 
D 4 which 


86 The propoſal of the firſt | 
which be denied to the Brethren'; which | 
conld be #5 Communion "of (ſubordination, | 
"that is, of an inferiour' to 4 ſuperionr , | 
by ſubſiro ion of Nbeaience ,. but- of | " 
a [uperiour to an inferiour by" excoms | 
Mnurication. And again; if you-bad 
meant theriby a denying onely the Commu- 
»viow of [ubordination , by contempt .of St. 
Johntis e{poſtolicall authority ; you had bs 
Spoken 1n a ſenſe quite deflruttive of the 12 
intention, for which that inſtance of Dio= | 
trephes was brought by-- you ;" which 
waito prove /ome attive ſeparation" pro* 
perly Schiſme , which is not a ſeparation 
of 'ones ſelf. Nw ſuch a deniall of (om- 
2wr15os to St, John would have bem a 1(e- 
paration of himſelf from the Church,arwe 
h ave proved, and-you deny not. 1 
As to what ' you often affirm in your 
laſt Reply, that you propennded not aplu- 
rality of reaſons, but one onely req- 
ſon, | we oppoſe your clear words, (*) page 
X 1: where you term the particulars, which 
your words .containi, afts or reaſons:.' and 
you Stile the firſt abt," whereto we anſwer- | 
ed; ;the originall reaſon ,; which made 
Diotrephes a Schiſmatique ; and which 
yori labored to avoid, onely by endeas 
Feknd Vorring PU 
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womring to fotw., that you grounded your | 
Ar gument upon'the: ſa{ennjuſ/t caſting out 
of the Brethren &c. and which we-have 
jhewed robenniuer nn oO 
. Tet here give me leave. to note by the 
way ,.that to induce your Reader . to think 
that yeur words rather are tobe referred to 
the ambition of -Diotrephes:., ithen to'h13 
Schifme.,: you wſcite your :omuwords : "fr 
whereas YouE | ſay in: the fore-named place, 
thus, And all thisas loving to bave the, 
preheminence,z the Nominative caſe, and 
fo clearly agreeing.with all the former aSts ; 
here.you eite it in the Ablative caſe divert- 
ing them from, a dirett reference 10. theſe 
atts ;andireferring or tying them tb his am= 
bitions Spirit: you cite themthus ; Andin 
all this loving to have the preheminence 2: 
where-you adde one word, and leave.ont An-: 
other,andthereby you mich thange the (enſe.) 
F or-where yore ſayin gonr-text; gnd;all this;; 
&C.,whereon we ground our Arguthent that, 
it was referred to all the precedent, atts,and, 
ro.hu Schiſme you make your ſelves toſay,: ' 
andin al}chis loving to.have the prehemi-, 


 nence. whiob wich abates the forte gf that- 


relations, und. ties: the mords dire&ty' to his: 


ambition,which every one will ſay ts no very. 
mia Dy; fair | 


1-0 T be propoſall\ of the firſt 


fir proceeding. Till therefote you ſuth fr | 
_ theſe reaſons , you land obnoxioms to all the 


ontr laſt reply. And this the' luſter of your 
This theis) (©) froe-leav'd flower bs ter- 
Reply WAS -8/bt » which sndeed was a. fair 
compriſed | one, and ſhewed the rickneſſe of 
in ive ...\.:2 har ſon), fromwhence it ſprung; 
leaves. | POET p KG 
1. yer: would have apptarea much 
fairet, had it not intangled'it ſelf inſoma- 
ny ſharp and piercing thorns. 


A: PICK; | 
You begin your"reply 5» a»ſwer toory 
reiterated denials, where we: obſerve 'two 
things, Firſt , that you glance atour rei- 
terations. 'Secondly, that you frame yottr 
anſwer to our denials. Forthe firſt ;if our 
reiteration of denials be a fault, it is your 
own, (n6t ours) who ſo often neceſſitate 
*ys-to reiterate them dy your willfulland 
' contirall miſtakes. Sooften as you call 
them reaſons, we muſt diſclaim them ; and 
"as often as you urge the multiplicity of 
"them, we muſt deny them , and finer 
'theriyou have done fo, wEhave not mth 
'rioned them. Thisreiterationthen in ns. 
& nothing but #-<conftant adhering ro;ant- 
-clearing 


i$mpeachments:, «whereof, we accaſed you in 


| Argument examined. 59 
clearing of -our Argument. Secondly, in 
the framing of your Anſwer to our deni.. 
als,yon urge ox#, words ; to our reaſons you - 
urge nothing; that is, as the caſe now 
ſands, you our concluſion , but de- 
ny no premiſe. In our laſt Reply, we gave 
you not a naked deniall, but we produced 
Arguments, to prove the reaſonablenefſe 
of our deniall , none of which have you - 
touched in the leaſt ; and therefore we 
muſt profeſſe our Paper yet unan-- 
ſwered. 

| C14. 
' If you had made, or can make goed what - 

. you here affirm , your rtiterations are m - 

fanlr at all. Decies repetita placebunt. 
But as I hope it will preſently appear , that © 

11 theſe reiterations you do onely Kthiopem - 
lavare, whom the more you waſh, the clear-- 
er bis blackneſſe will appear. Concerning © 

the Anſwer to your reaſons we will preſently 

Fheak. | 3 | 

F< IJ; Ee 
This &ſcourſe -of yours might have 
been ſomethingrtowards an endeavour to 

:prove.' that we produced ſeveral[reaſons 

14n thecaſe of Diorrephes , but-it is no'an- 

Twer, nor can'it pretend tobe to the 

( | Main j 


60 T he propoſall. of the firſs 
main'of our diſcourſe, which hath pro- 
ved the contrary.  Suppoſing- therefore 
our former Arguments,. which-you have 
«not. ſo. much as endeavoured to auſwer, 
to be ſill in force; and-ſo the, reaſonable. 


neſs of thedenial on our {ide to be ſuffici-. 


ently proved , weproceed to clear thoſe 
Objections you have newly raiſed, 
pr s GC. 15, | I 

1. Yomr reaſons were onely arawn from the 
eccafion and. . intraauttion of your Argy- 
ment , which according to yeaſon, required 
that it ſheuld be placed onely in an att, 
which was an aQive ſeparation befidethat 
of ones ſelf, and. therefore. [ay you, you 
were not . to. be thought to have placed it 
in any of the ſaidaRs, fave that of caſting 
others out of the Church : becauſe that 
onely was of force to prove it. 


Now this reaſen of yours ſuppoſes,that you 


 are.to be thought alwayes to do (in your Ay- 
guments ) that which reaſon requires to be 
done : whoſoever therefore proves that you 
did net inthe propeſall of this Argument, 
what reaſin.required you ſhould have dene; 
deftrojes that (wppoſrtian.;, and thereky, ans 
ſwers your Argament grounded upon its; If 
therefor e. your exepreſſe wards, ſhew evident- 
IE +2117 D, 
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| by; that youdid not place yuur Argument 


more in that laſt att; then in-any. of 'the 
other, your reaſons are anſmerea. - Seeing 
then, by ciring your expreſs wards, we ſhe 
that you. did not in them place. your Argus- 
ment more in the laſt, then in the former 
als, as reaſon required you ſrenld have 
done, we: ſhew that you have not: done in 
them, what reaſon required to have been 
done. And thus we have by your own 
 worlls ſo buerthrows yonr reaſons;tbat they 
needed no particular an{wer ; and ſo your 
accuſing: ws not to have anſwered what we 
have anſwered, is vain, and. groundleſſe» 
T he-reaſens therefore-which you. draw from 
the occaſion and introduttion,” ſhew what 
according to. reaſon you. ſhould bave done ;, 
aud our anſwer dr awn from your enumer a» 
tion of atts , withoat pitching upon-any one 
more then another , in the firſt propoſal 
' of them, ſhew- that - you 'have not done 
what reaſon required, you ſhould have 
done. The fir propeſall of your Argu- 


ment and-enumeration of atts in' Diotre- 


phes is this, viz. For example, Diotrephes 
inthe Church not receiving Saint Fobn, 
or denying. him the Communion of that 
Church & denying it tothe brethren, Da 

OI 


6 — Thepropeſallef the frſ 


forbidding them that would receive them, 


and caſting them out of the Church (and 
all-chis as loving -to have the prehemi- 


nence) was mortaliya Schiſmarique. Ga- 
ther, Render from theſe preciſe words, that 


you-placed Jour: Argument in the laſt att 


we) ( 43 Jou ſay reaſon required you ſhould 


havedone) and in none of the yn Et eris- 


ww magnns Apollo. 

1, © BG. 
- Firſt; you alledpe_ our formall and ex- 
prefſe words, B. 5. But there i ſome other 
aftive ſeparation, &c. Then you referre it 
co the Auditours , whether any Fndiciall 
Reader (which we underſtand t ) by the 


fole force of theſe words can gather, the we 
placed our Argument onely in the laſt at f | 
Diotrephes : or what reaſonable Arprumens | 

can be drawn from theſe words preciſely 3-4 | 


that purpoſe. To which we an 

that though theſe preciſe words ſhould 
not of chenſetves ſhaw” that oor Arg 
ment was placed in the laſt at onely, yet 


: ew Bong, elſe had ſhewed it, it were. 


Fifficient. Rad we have al 


ir is onr proof as yet contradicted, 
that fomething Uſe did ſhew as 'much, 


"viz, The -occaſion and manner of the. 
intro | 


'F al 
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| incroducion "of oh — 'of Oh 


nc M14; 
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+7bs brit roduFHon avid. Lerufas fries 

aowptl of Diocrephes' foew: owely what 'in 


reaſon you ſhimld have done : but the equall 
; repos t of all -rhoſe afts belonginy ro” that 
p 


We, ſhew that you did not what ini rea: 


fon jew ould have2ne; "Nowizhrigwebin 


is x did,cnot what inreaſon-yo8 
Foes Furey Se, dr whether or uo ry 
in-this preciſe propoſall , that 
ſhould have done wn it +! and it is oy 
amnprs nor done it. For reaſon required, 


you ſhonld met oely intend roplace 
yo ar in the luſt att atone { cot 


' would toe # ) bat that you ſhould Sos 


fignified in that propoſal, au you placedir 
in that ſole att, 11 pay by ſome partica- 


_— a1 149 A that att alone : and] not 


 Now'#t moſt ror- 


#Pow 
Fr your \AgDe phſes wo ſuch matter in 


Apnt, 


has preciſe enumerarion of | atts;\ Theres 


fore you have _— done v whois Woke 
75 petbton a 


RD IES Mea art ay "That if 


they had not ſhewed ſo-muctra5we have 
A.” .proved 


64 | The: propeſalief the firſt 
provedtheyhave; yet the formall and ex- 
preſſe words framed by-us, and recited by 
you, if well conſideredby*any judicious - 
Reader, ſignitie theſame.*For we affign- 
ed thoſe words of St: Fohn,: as containing 
in.them expreſly an aQive ſeparation of 
ſome from the Church, which was not an 
ative and voluntary.-ſeparation of him- 
ſelfthat did make the ſeparation.\And no 
other at:of Diotrephes by.us mentioned, 2: 
but that laſt, of caſting rhe. Brethren out of ' 
the Church;can be lookt upon asformal. 
ly ſuch:but thataQ of caſting. the Brethrew | 

wt of. the Charch.,"is truly. and formally 
ſack. ; Therefore any. judicious Reader 
might by the force of theſe words gather, 
that.we placed-our. Argument inthe laſt- 
act of Diorrephes. AA re 
-—%3 $US C. I7c FA {4 26k 
. i The conſequence of your Argitment here 
expreſſed, ſuppoſes that every judiciaus man 
z. obliged to. judge, that - you. brought no 
att to. prove .your mtent , but that - one=: 
ly which -effe&nally; proves it , and ſo 
all muſt be defettive_- in, judgement (6: 
' your eſtimate ) who; efteem you not-ſ0 in- 
vinerble Difphtayts ;\ that: all-your-Argu- 


ments are: Evidevces and menſinavent: 
F£ox - 
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Fer if you may be fubjet tonrge an Ars 
gument, which proves: nor  Toualy 
your intent mwhy- may. wot a judicious 
perſon judge you have done fo in this par*' 
ticular *\'Why may not a'judicions pers 
fon * judge, that you"eftcemed: ſome 
_ alts here. mentioned of Diot 


; jotrephes, mn 
_ your firſt propoſal , to be: unjuſt\ſepara« 
tions \ from - the Church., [beſides that 
of -: ones. ſelf., which+ were' indeed 'not 
fo. It were wery ſfirange 10 think, 
that every one ſpould want: judgement; 
who judges both that yow may be;:and ard 
Wleceived in the propeſall of your eArgua 
ments. MN ay, we adde further, that there 
is great occaſion given by you: here, for 
 Juaicions perſons to judge. that you were 
deceived... For. though none. of. the\ for* 
, | ey altr were an ative: ſeparation 
from the Church., beſide that of ones 
ſelf, (as you bere confeſſe) and ſo in 
' Conducing to prove your aſſertion; Jet 
gertain it i, that in the -firſl propeſall 
of -your Argument ; you- judged at leaf 
one of - them to: be ſe.,. namely, the 
deniall-of the communion of that Church 
to thoſe who received St. John : For what 
is the denying: the Churches communion 
{3 9. 


66 The wat if the firſt 
toothers, who are ſubje&s, but « ſepara+ 
tionof them.from.the Church And ſce- 


ing this was done by their Biſhop , it muſt 


have the nature of Excommunication, and 
is therefore differenced by you 11 the next 
page, jromebe denying that Churches com 
mw mon to $t. John, Md proper /y:inclnded 
in your Definition, ( which you-nndertake to 


deſend by this Argument ) under the title . 


of Communion of Coordinaticn : and B. $. 
you acknwlcdge Excommuntcation to be'a 
ſeparation ofanother from the Churches 
Communion 4. #herefore you wnderftocd, 
that he Churches communion to 
Fhoſe who received St. John, tobe an attive 
on of thew from the Church , beſide 


rhat of ones ſelf... Nay, every judicins per- 


of theſe as," that you underſtood them all, 
either dirjuntli vely or comunttively,to make 
Diotrephes mortally a Schiſwatique. For 
the now cited words of yours are capablein 
Food conſtruttion onely of theſe two ſenſes : 

that either you mean,in a dugjunttive ſenſe, 
har Diotrephes- nor receiving Sr. John, 


or denying him the Communion of that 


Charch, was mortally a Schiſmatique ,, and 


deny- 


ba's 4 slear evidence , to gat her frons , 
the preciſe words of your þ | -nnmeration 
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denying it to the Brethren ,. was mortally.a 
Schiſmatique; and by each of \the two fobs 
lowing atts , ſeparately became mortally # 
Schiſmatique ; ſo that by every one.of theſe 
atts apart joe was Am 4 Schiſmatique: 
or you muſt mean, that though every. oxe.of 
the Jatd atts apart did not-[uffice toconſits 
tute him mortally a Sebiſmatique , yet all 


 conjontlively aud together did + bith which 
ſenſes are equaily againſt your preſent effu- 


wm lac r Argument in. the 
7 at fu : PE che xf 1/3 deſtroyes 
the conſtruttion of:;the werds., and makes 
Propoſition evidently jailſe ; nud cledrly 
oa what you- granted #n « Sh 
we ſhall ſhew'preſertly > of s"5f wwe. ſhomll 
ſay, Diottephes frxi-mg Peters goods, al 
bearing falſe witntſs 'ag ainft him ina ſuit 
at Law, and ſpeaking all 'of him\ bebinde:br 
batk., and kilting him with ts emn hands, 
and at this out 'of a {pite againſt him, 'was 
mortally a mnitherer , tending to prove 
him mortally a martberer mely by the laft 
att of killing , what jadicions perſon would 
not eſteem him ont of b1s wit r, who: ſhould 
advance fo illegicall. a Propoſition as _ 


b 
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and yet yours" 1s nobetter-, if you under- 
ftood Diotrephes'no more to have become 4 
Schiſmatique' in your ſenſe , by any-ſave 
the laſt aft alone, then this is. Andif you 
do underſtand him to have become a-Schiſ- 


matique by them all, as moſt certainly you 


do, then thoſe former atts muſt have been' 


intended a5 reaſons and inſtances to prove 


Diotrephes. mortally a Schiſmatique © 


(and by that to prove your intent ) that 
being the fir medium which you took. to 
prove 11. © I. I&A\ . OED \ 
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_ ” Whereas therefore you" require 'the 


preciſe words maybe particularly ſpecitt- 


ed, which fignifie the difference ;-we ſpeci-. 


fie particularly thoſe: Au ave i EPAYQEL vB 
befide that of *ones ſelf: and lay. "thoſe 


wordsdo properly, expreſly;and foritally. 


belong to the laſt a&t of Diorrephes ,'and 
not.ſo to any of the former : andthis dif- 
ference any one may eaſily perceive,. who 
would not purpoſely miſtake. Wherefore 
we hope the Auditory will judge you had 
no juſt reaſon at firſt to preſume, that we 
placed: our Argument. in the firſt-a& of 
Deotrephes, as well as the laſt: Much leſſe 
can you have any pretenſe of reaſon till 
AR to 


_— 


CON ke Sir 


_——_ 


CONE rw _—_ 


| doit ; and Jou neither have Aeſigned, ar , 
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to contend for it,” after we have-ſo often, 
and with ſo, much reaſon. deniedit. And 
this we conceive ſufficient asto yourfirſt 
objcRion.. ..v +, | as 
Es | Py Ad I8, 2 ICE" 

We demanded one thing , and you anſwer 
another, our demand was, to particularize 
i the preciſe words of the firſt propoſall of 
goar firſt Argument (which we: expreſſed 
three or four times over, and yet you take no 
notice of it )-which begins, for example, Ni- 
otrephes, &c. And v4 ,geſegnethe words 
immediately precedent to that firſt. propoſall 
of this your Argument : which contains one> 
Jy. our Minor, or Thels, ro bepreved, and 
wot the Argaement to;prove st.. Wheuce, ap- 
pears , that. our, demand. remains whol- 
ty un/atufied; and ſo we hope,qyery equall 
Reader will determine, | Now that we de- 
manded the ſpecification of ſome words con- 
tained in. the ſole. propeſall. of your Argun 
ment., is evident by our waras': far meſay. 
exprefly | wore then once , that no word, in 
the hrft propoſall of your Argument..of 
Diotrephes oye any determination more 
of the laſt att , then of the precedent , and 
would gladly have the word: deſigned that 


CAR 
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can de front hny one word in that whole pro- 
pofall, "which ſignifies any-ſuch matter.” $0 
rhat you bave-not [atisfied our demnnd, ſee 
ing the words deſigned by you, frew-not that 
you did, but-that you ought to have placed 

your: Argument i in the liſt att alone. 

| P. 19. | 
To your ſecond, when you demand, fo 
wha theſe words, viz (andall this, &c.) 
are referred" we arifiver, coalltheats of 
+7 which" did all proceed from 
thi one originall deſire of preheminence. 
But it doth not follow from thence , that 
weintended to-make uſe of ail thoſe aQts, 
to which that love of preheminence did 
belong :' but-onely that the fove of pre- 
heminence Uid belong to that *a& , which 
weintetided co make uſe of,(and of which 
alone, we could in that caſe makeuſe) 
as well to the reſt. Dio: rephes did all 
this, as loving to have the preheminence'; 
cot juently did caſt the Brethren 
6urof che' th , 8s ks Gas the 


prehemmnence, 
© ito. 


Bug to oe end did you affirm, that the 
' words, all this, &c: iterrb to alt the pre= 
cedent atts, if you intende4 nd? by that ve= 


ference 


_— 
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ference to give ſtrength ro your Argument, 
by affirming , that all thoſe precedent atts 


| were infefted with the ſpirit, aud exceſſe of 


pride, and ſo ſchiſmaricall.? and then ſee= 
ing you extended that ſpirit to them. all, 
3 it not evident, that you either laboured to 
prove thereby , that all the precedent atts 
were {chiſmaticall , or you extended it to 
them all to no purpoſe for your preſent ad» 
vantage : As if one"ſpould\ ſay, T homas 
cutting Pax inthe head ,, and 7 
him through the body, and piercing him 
through the heart, ou all this as deſi» 
rous to take his life from him) wasmor- 
tally a+ murtherer , ava then being dee 
manded, what be meant by all this,. ſhould 
anſwer, That it-referred to alt the three 
atts, but yet he intended not to prove Tho« 
mas a martherer, ſave onely by the laſt; 
would any man of judgement think, that he 
ſpake ſenſe ?.\ Neither will your ſaying, 
hat by referring theſe words, al 7h, to 
allthe acts, you proved, thattheloveof 
preheminence belonged to that a&t,which 
you intended to-make uſe of. For to 
what purpoſe went you ſo far about to 
prove that, by. ſuch a generall tnduttion, 
feting you might have taken a ſhore, airett, 
4 
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and diffinft way to prove that, by ſayin 
— catng chem'out of he CLE 
and that as loving tothave the prehemi- 
nence. Fer who would not eftcem it an ab= * 
ſurb manner of arguing, if one, ſeeing three 
men befort him,& intending only to affirm 
( 4s conducing to brs preſent purpoſe that 
Thomas, the laſt of them , was an honeſt 
ma,, ſhould {ay thus, All theſe archoneſt 
men; thereby ſhewitg, that if all , then 
Thomas # -0ze ; when | he \might:bave 
ſaid "without any more to do, Thomas is an 
honeſt man ,. «vd thereby ſpoken: both di- 
reftly and diftinfily ;_ as indeed bad your 
meaning been. what you ſay , you: ſhould 
bave dont: | and not proved: the,loue of 
prebemmence to belong to the laft, att; be- 
caxſe ut belonged to all ; and by corſcquence 
the laſt being one of the number it muſt be» 
long to it; when you might have ſaid as 
well, and more'clearly\, it belonged tothe 
laſt ab, withont avy ſaich far Ing 
ene (to: prove that ; which was evident 
enongh withoat it; 0 11 
+ 493 | Jo 910 Byi200n7 b at 0s 4 
:: Andtherefore your. great ſubtiltyin |} 
diſtinguuſhing between ( 4//rhys as, &c.) 
and (inallthis, &c.} is noway _ 
ail, 
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(ay) or the Accuſative, doing all this (a 
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all, For-when we fay, + all this, cc. we 
profeſſe to mean as much as can be-under- 
food by all cth;x in the Nominatiye Caſe, 
as you call it, For if a//this in; our dif. 
courſe be as you would haveit, the No- 
minative Caſe ; we deſire you would finde 
a verb for it alſo, with which it might 
agree. For our parts we look uponit in 
another caſe.,, by an' E/lipis : All this, 
that is, doing all this; and then iz all this 
hath the ſame ſenſe. 
gs C. 20. -| 
That you changed your own words, -you 
do not, you cannot deny, {though you con-- 
ceal it kere , andcallit our ſubtlety, when 
you ſhonld have given it #ts right name of 
your alteration) and that i alwayes nun- 
fair ima Difputant, and untrue too. For 
you affirm thoſe to be your words which 
were not your words ; and where the pre- 
ſent queition ts about your words , it is of 
concern, eventhough no great change were 
made in the ſenſe. Yet b y your leave 4 
great change in the ſenſe is made by thus 
your alteration of your own words, For 
whether you makes all this the Nominative 
caſe, viz. all this was done by him ( as we 


you 
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you ſay) which imports nothing yet un both 
theſe ſenſes, all this was done; or doing all 
this, as loving to have the preheminence, 
ſignifies that the original motive, which 
brought him to all theſe ſchiſmatieall atts, 
Was inordinate love of prebheminence, as 
you ſay is the next Paragraph, who out of 
affe&tation of preheminence , bath him- 
ſelf, &c. But when you change it thiu,and 
in all this loving-to have the prehemi- 
nence, the love of preheminence may be a 
concomitant or ſubſequent guftF, which he 
rook, in enjoying a preheminence above | 
others, not cue to him , though moved to 
thoſe ats by ſome other motiv: of batted. 
 vV. gr. diſlike, $6. es if one ſhould ſay, 
John fed #por three diſhes of meat, and all 
this as loving to pleaſe his pallat ; i& would 
ſignifie,that the motive indauring him to eat 
of thoſe three diſhes, was the love of pleaſing | 

his pallat. But if one change it thus, John 
fed npon three difhes of | meat, inallthis lo- 
ving to pleaſe his pallat, t 5noplies not ne- 
ceſſarily, that the love of pleaſing hus pallat 
%,, #nduced him tothat aft , but that he was 
© rduced by hunger or deſire to ſuſtain na- 
'ture,but ineating loved the guſt and ſweet» 
weſſe, which he felt in thoſe diſhes, as a 
ſub-. 


if 
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ſubſequent, or concomitant affettion, or guſt 
in eating. 
F\-2T. 

Now if you cannot prove, as you have 
not, that in our firſt propoſall of our Ar. 
sument.,, we placed it inthe firſt AR of 
Diztrephes , as well as in the laſt, ſurely 
you will be [eſſe able to prove, that we 


-did ſo in the ſecond propoſall of it, where 


we expreſlytold you, weplaceditin the 


laſt : which notwithſtanding you equally 


endeavour to prove, but without all ſhew 
of probability. For reciting our words, 
B. 5.yon 4nſwer by aſſerting this, &c. You 
fay, we labour 80 ſhew Jour aſl, ertion to be 
untrae, both from Diotrephes hzs nt rrecet- 
ving St. John, &c. And alfo from his caſt= 
ing out the Brethren, Whereas we labour. 
efes ſhew your aſſertion falſe by the ex- 
ample of Diotrephes, who did not receive, 
and did caſt out , but we laid our Argu- 
ment, not in his zor receiving , but in h:s 
caſting out. And that we did ſo, is moſt 
evident: forin the ſame place we cited the 
laſt a& inthe originall Greek words, that 
they might be Authentique , which we 
didnot inany of the other as, andim- 
mediately after the citation of the Greek 
a RF Text, 


76 The propeſall of the "firſt 
Text, we ſubjoyned theſe words , We ack. 
now, W4s,0r was #0t this att of Diatrephes, 
to wit, his caſting thoſe good Chriſtians out 
.of the Charch, an a& Schiſmaticall, or no ? 
In which words, we did not, as you fay, 
inſiſt principally , but totally in the laſt 
' at: was this, ſaid we, a Schiſmaticall att 
or no ? We never askt the queſtion of any 
. other ation of Diorrephes : we propound- 
ed our Argument by way of queſtion; and 
therefore we propounded no other Argu- 
ment, but what was contained in that 
queſtion, we required an anſwer to this 
queſtion onely ; and therefore we-placed 
our Argument in this queſtion ohely : and 
ſo it ſtill remains inviolably. true , which 
we ſo.manifeſtly before proved, that we 
placed our Argument in the laſt a&t of 
Dictrephes, before we were advertiſed of 
of the preterition of your Anſwer. . 
| C::22, 35 02D. 
1n your ſecond propoſall it 1s manifeſt (aud 
we leaveit to any equal judgement ) that 
Jour words ſfignifie , that you placed your 
Argument in all the four atts': but there 
begus to: infiſt particularly upon the laſt : 
whic lryou tapk;to be the moſt clearly:maksng 
for you. ' Tour-words before cited by us: are 
IN 7 an; 


ſomnch as ſufpe. of you )or that you intend- 
-aN E 3 
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theſe, This (your Adverſanes aſſertion). 
we prove to be untrue. Firſt, from the ex- 
ample of Diorzephes, who out uf affeta- 
tion of preheminence, both himſelf recei- 
ved not St. 7:hn his lawfull ſuperiour, nor 
the Brethren,and forbad them who would 
receive them, and alſo caſt them out of 
the Church. Why. aid you nominate here 


the three firſt atts ? was it onely to fill pa- 


per ?' had you no intention of proof in it ? or 
were they-no proofs at all ? to what purpoſe 
they did you mention them ? Were there any 
that ſnowld. affirm. ,, that there is never a 
Traytonr inſuch or ſuch a Town , and an- 
other ſhould ſay, T prove that to be untrue : 


Firſt, by the example of John , who. drinks 


himſelf drunk,every day, ſteals all ke can 
lay his hands on, and ſpeaks ill of every one 
bebinde their. backs. and alſo ka's plotted a 
Treaſes | againſt. the. Chief Magiſtrate, 
would he not be-thought an argute Dijputer, 
to bring ſo many 4mpertinencies, when he 
might by the laſt onely have proved his in- 
tent , without looſing time and labopr in 
mentioning the former. Tou muſt therefore 
either confeſſe, that you alledged thoſe three 
firſt as to no purpoſe (which we will not 


ed 


$ T he propoſal of the firſt 
ed a proof againſt our aſſertion, and of your 
own tin them. And yet you might inſiſt par= 
ticalarly, and ſele& the Lift, not as the ſole, 
but as you thought the moſt pregnant proof 
againſt us , not aiſclaitming from ther as no 
proofs , bur waving the others as of leſſe 
force: an ordinary praflice among Diſpu= 
tants , yet fo , that it ts in the liberty and 
pewer of the Reſpondent, if he pleaſe to hold 
the Opponent to the making good all the 
other partiall inſtances , or reaſons which he 
adduced to prove his Theſis. Neither will 
your evaſion (uſed in: d"former "anſwer ) 

ſolve the difficulty , viz. 'that you alledged 
thoſe precedent atts", toiduce the Reader - 
70 the underſtanding the laſt aft. For there. 

was no need at all F any ſuth tinduttion , it 
being a thing ſacaſie tobe underſtood with- 
out them. For if you had ſaidonely thus, AS 
for example, Diorrephes caſting the Bre- 
thren out of the Church for receiving St. 
7ohn , the underſtanding \mnft have been 
very flat , which would not have concei- 
ved it Key WELL IRE (nes ns 
=. P3235 WUNR 
Whereas inſtead of making good your 
conſtant miftakes, you go about to finde 
ſome contradi&ions in our A” rv 
| oudt 
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doubt not , but your undertakings will 
prove as unfortunate in theſe, as inthe 
former, 

. We ſaid not, receiving St. John was no 
excommunication, but the denying Commu- 


' nion of ſubordznation to him; Which , ſaid 


we, and you confeſt it, is no excommuni- 
cation. This you would prove from our 
own wordsto be untrue: becauſe when we 
tad faid , denying him the Communion of 
that Church, we preſently added, and de- 
witdit to the Brethren, which ſignifies,that 
he denied the ſame Communion to Saint 
7obx, which he did to. the Brethren, and 
the Communion denied to the Brethren 


- was not that of ſubordination. To which: 


we anſwer , That which Diotrephes deni- 
ed, was the Communion of the Church ; 
this Communion he denied. both to Saint 
wort and tothe Brethren reſpectively ; 

ut he denied the Commuriion to. Saint 
7ohn, which was due to St. fohn, and to 
the Brethren, that which was due to the 
Brethren : the one was the communion 
of ſubordination, the other was-not ; 
and yet both were the: communion of 
that Church : and therefore-it may ve- 


ry properly befſaid, He denied the com- 


E- 4 munt- 


go - The propoſallof the firſt. 
munion of that Church to St. Zoh, and 
he denied :r, that is, the communion of 
«that Church , to the Brethren, though 
that communion, which he denied to St. 
?ohn, were the communion of ſubordina- 
tion; and that which he denied to the 
Brethren, were not. | 
C.' 23 | 
Here you grant in expreſs terms , that 
he denied the communion of that Church 
to St. Fohy , which was due to St. 7ohy ; 
hence 1 ſubſume, Bur the Communion due 
zo $t. John was not onely of ſubordination 
ro him, as hu Swperiour, but alſo of partt- 
cipating with all thoſe of that Charch in 
Prayer, Sacraments, Chriftian Converſa- 
tion, &c, as being no leſs a true member of 
Chriſts Charch, then any other Chriſtian: : 
T herefore he denied both thoſe: communis 
zo St. John: But the deniall of this ſecond 
communion by the Biſhop of a Chuvch, ss 
formall excommunication. Ergo, ſince he 
denied that Communion ( by your confeſſion ) 
to $t, John, which was due to him , he did, 
fo much as in him lay, formally excommu- 
nicate him : and conſequently by the word 
it denying-it to the Brethren, you muſt 
mean, that he denied that. very Communicn 
7 
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of the Charch to Sr. John, which he denied 
ro the Brerhren, though withall he denied 
more to $t..John , then to the Brethren, to 
wit , that of ſubordination alſo : Seeing 
 thereforeall. Church-communion in Prayer, 

Sacraments, &c. was as due to St, John, 
as to any other ChriStian; and Diotrephes 
denied by your confeſſiion here to St. John, 
that Charch-communion which was due to 
hin, he muſt have denied him the ſaid Com- 

:mnion; and prohibited all thoſe of hs 
"Church tocommunicate in Prayer, Sacra- 
ments .and civill converſation with him ; 
.and ſo, as much as was in his power, excom- 
mnnicated him. 
. » And here you anſwer not one worn to an- 
other Argument, which we preſſed againſt 
Jon, Viz. That if you meant onely the Com- 
myniou of Subordination by thoſe words, 
- denying to him the Communion of that 
Church, you endeavoured to prove a ſepara= 
tion to be Schiſme, beſide that of ones ſelf, 
by alledging a ſeparation, which was a ſepa- 
ration onely:of ones:ſelf, and intended onely 
& [ſuch by you. 
PF. 2 
Again to our conſtant deniall, that we 
ever propoundedany plurality of reaſons, 
LY 2, ES: you 
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you=oppoſe-our (clear. words, page It. 
where we term , ſay you, the particulars 
which eur words contain, Atts Or Reaſons. 
But how clearly theſe words were ours, 
or how we can be ſaid to acknowledge a 
plurality of reaſons brought by us, we 
deſire he Reader to judge ; who ſhall 
finde that inthe ſame place , where theſe 
words, viz. ats or reaſons are onely found, 
our ſingle Argument as ſingle ; andſole 
reaſon as ſole, is mainly urged. For when 
you called upon us to review. our own 
words, we returned this Anſwer?, Toy ſee 
we have reviewed them, and plainly tinde, 
you were admoniſhed by our words (who 
brought the Argument)ro ſpare your pains 
in confidering all thoſe aits, or reaſons ; and 
to ſpeak, to what your Opponent urgeth you, 
-Diz. this aft of hs caſting out, &c, Where 
we ſpeak not of any aſſignation of 'rea.. 
fons brought by us, but'of one onely aq, - 
urged as an argnment by us, and of your 
conſideration of thoſe a&ts or reaſons, be- 
cauſe you onely would conſider them as 
attsand reaſons. 

C. 24; 
How much ſoever yen inſiſted in your laſt 
weaſon, when you perceived by our” auſweo, 
| that 
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that the firſt at was inſufficient,yet you (ay 
plainly, that the three former atts were as 
or reaſons ; and thoſe not ours, for we med- 
aled with none but the firſt ; and you call the 


firſt preſently after, your reaſon , ſaying to 


#5, How could you fear that we would 


have that our reaſon to be thought unan- 
{ſwered, &c. Azd though you preſently add 
theſe words, And that former was menti- 
oned by us, not as our reaſon of thein- 
ference of the concluſion , but as an in- 
ſtance of Diotrephes hisSchiſme , wherein 


. weknew you would agree with us, &c.. 


Yet even here you acknowledge , that you 
brought it as an inſtauce ( and every in. 
france ts a reaſon )of Drotrephes has ſchiſm, 
And it ſeems very ſtrange tows , that any. 
perſons of reaſon , who brought that exam=- 
ple of Diotrephes to prove ſomething to 
be Schiſme, which is an ative ſeparation 
beſide that of ones ſelf, bold x/e inſtances 
in proving the Schiſm of Diotrephes, which 
are ſeparations of ones ſelf. And your ar- 
ing in this manner u much like to thu: If. 
one ſhould maintain , that 4 man becomes 
drunk by drinking ſomething , which 1s net-- 
ther wine nor ſtrong waters ;, aud in proof of 
this ſhould argue thus, John by drinking 


SUCK; 
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Sack , and Claret, and ſtrong Waters, aud 
Ale,ts often drunk: ſhould he not have ſaid _ 
in any Logicians judgement , John, for ex- - 
ample; is often drunk, by drinking Ale; 
Therefore a man becomes drunk_by ſome- 
thing, which # neither Wine norftirong Was 
ters.To what parpoſe then were the inſtances 
of Sack and Claret brought ?. which were | 
xot onely not in queſtion-, but wholly tmper= 
tinent, to infer the concluſion. But certamnly 
you brought thoſe inſtances to prove Diotre» 4 
phes a Schiſmatique to ſome purpoſe : (for 
' we will not entertain any other opinion” 
you) Therefore you muſt have brought them 
a Inſtances of Diotrephes hz becoming- a 
ſchiſmatique by alts, containing an Active 
ſeparation from the Church, beſide that of 
ones ſelf : and conſequently in your firſt 
propoſall, you really eſteemed all thoſe atts 
tobe ſuch, as both appears by your words, 
(as we have now ſhewed) aud all-ÞDogicall 
and rationall proceeding required. 

P, 25. | 

_ In theſame manner you ſay, We feele 
thefrrſt att, whereto you anſwered the origi- | 
 nall reaſcn,which made-Diotrephes a Schiſe 
matique. Whereas. it-was you that ſtiled 
 *4t-ſo, andnot we; anyotherwiſe, \then-by 
| repeating 


- quent an 1gnoratzo Elenchi.. 
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repeating of your words: which: your 
words were thele., We did not. without. © 


- cauſe term our anſwer to your firſt reaſom, 


the main ſubſtance of onr. anſwer ,. and the 
thing wholly important ; for that was the 


' oreg1nall reaſou-, *which-made Diotrephes a 


Schiſmatique. Thas you, To. which we 


anſwered in this :manner., 1f chat were in 


Jour judgement the originall reaſon, which 
made'i Diotrephes a © Schiſmatique.,- &Cc. 
Wefſaid not, that it was the originall rea- 
ſon, we expreſt not our own judgement: 
ray, we-allowed not at all your judge- 
ment, but onelyfaid thus much, That if 5» 
Jour judgement it were the original reaſon, 
yet as our Argument was framed ,3t.could 
be noreaſen at all, We deſire you there- 
fore. hereafter , when you read ourdif- 


- courſes, you-will diftinguiſh your own 


words from ours :. otherwiſe it will be 
eafie for you to find contradictions in-our 
Replies: for we have not uſnally occaſion 
to repeat your'words, but on the/purpoſe 
to. contradict and refute them ; which we 
would be glad you would do tous : ſpeak 
ad oppoſitum;and let your-conclufion-can- 
tradict our -propoſition.,: without ſo.: fre- 


©. a8. 
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Yon fay very nutruly, when you affirme, 
that you expreſſed not your judgement in 
that place , as conformable to ours, and 
more, in ſaying , Tow allowed not at all of 
our judgement, and yet moſt of all, in af- 
firming, T hat as your Argument was fra- 
med, it could be no reaſon at all. Towr 
words , ſpeaking tous , are theſe : If that 
were in. your judgement the- principall 
reaſon, which made Diotrephbes a: Schil. 
matique, *twas not the principall inftance 
of your Opponents, onwhich they pro. 
feſſed their inference to depend , &c. 
Where you both acknowledge it, not to be 
the principall inſtance , and ſo tobe an in- 
Pancez {and every inſtance brought to 
prove any thing us a reaſon) for it would be 
abſurd to ſay of any one, He is not the prin. 
cipal Magiſtrate.i he beno Magiſtrate at 
all: And hence appears, how untruly you 
affirm, T hat this firſt act was held by you 
to beno reaſon at all : neither diſallowed 
Jou our judgement, that it was the originall 
reaſon, which made Diotrephes a Schif- 
matique ; which was all that we ſaid, 4s 
eur words here cited by you teftifie. For 
immediately before, you ſaid, That the for- 

| mer 


' Argument examined, $87 
mer, that is the firſt at,was mentioned by 
you, as one inſtance (that x oxe reaſon ) of 
Piotrephes his Schiſme. Nowif it were 
owe, as youw-here confeſſe, you muſtneeds al- 
| HJowitto be the original reaſon. ut, * both 
| becanſtit:ss put in the firſt place, and. be- 
| caxſeall the fullowing afts were performed 
in reference to that. | For Diotrephes both 
received not the Bretbren, and farbad theſe 
.who received them. and caft them out of rbe 
Church; becanſt (xven as you confeſs ) they 
lived in Catholique Communion with Saint 
John, aud world not rejeft him, as Diotre-= 
phes had done. And hence Appears alſo how 
untrue , that you expreſt #10? Jour. wn 
ms rags : for you expreſt it ſufficiently, 
both by-granting that the firſt at was uſed 
by you 45 an : inftance of Diotrephes his 
Schiſme , and that it was an inſtance , on 
which you profeſſed your inference.to-de. 
pend, though not the principal '; andthat. 
reciting our words, v:z. if that were in — 
Jour judgement the. original | Reaſon, 
which made Diotrephes a Schiſmatique : 
Tow adjoyn no denial of it, (by ſaying v. gr. 
we deny , or ſome: ſuch hike di{allowance 
of our judgement) -and do tacitly. admit of 
ut; but deny inely- that it was the principal 
. inſtance 


} 


8B The propoſal of the firſt 
inſtance of "your inference , which was' not | 
contrary to what we ſaid there : for it might _ 
well be the originall reaſon of Diotrephes 
bis Schiſme, as we ſaid it-was, and yet 
10t ( atleaſt in: your judgement). the prine 
ripall inſtance f, your inference, as you. ſaid 
it was net. Now it # ſtrange to. ſee 4 to 
"what waverings and inconſtancies, ſtraits 
have brought you in this particular, about 
this firſt a of Diotrephes: ' Firſt. , you. 
ſay , It was no: reaſon of. yours;;" bt a 
reaſon brought by.-us, Secondly , that it 
was mentioned by your,” us an inſtance, 
(that is a #aſon } of Diotrephes his 
Schiſme: : preſently after , that it was an 
_ inſtance, rhowgh not the principall ," on 
-which- you \profeſſed- your inference; to de- 
-pend. After this, that it was. nureaſon of 
Diotrephes hiz Schiſme. And laftly, that 
#t-was- no reaſon at all , as you ſay here. 
"Tu 'Jour former anſwer you Fl » T hat it 
 \was an inſtance. agreed on both' parts, in 

your next Reply, that is was produced by 
Jeu onely as antecedent . and neceſſary--to 
Jead* us to the following. words, &c. and 
ſo: 0. inflance of Diotrephes his Schiſme. 
T hue you'play faſt: and louſe.,, off and on, 
ſay and unfay , 4s occaſion ſerves. —_ | 
ISBHHS + © : Trath. 
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Truth «ſo ftrong againſt you , that you 
[a ; And yet ſomething you 
will ſay, rather then yield toit, Ton needs 
ed not therefore to-admoniſh us of attending 
better to your diſcourſes :_ for you ſee we 
have ſifted them more narrowly, then you 
your 'ſelves have done: and we hope, we 
ſhall not be found guilty of citing your 
words otherwiſe, then you have writ them 
as you cannot deny, that you have miſcited 
Jour own. 


Argument examined. 


P. 26. | 
Thus having duly confidered al which 


' You have brought- to force us to.anac- 


rei qu of a multiplicity of rea- 
ſons in the example of Dzotrephes., that 
thereby you might ſeem to have refuted 
ſomething , we finde, that as we never.in- 
ſiſted uponany one aQt of. Diorrephes, as 
an Argument” to prove our-.intent, viz. 
That ſome Aive ſeparation, belide of 
ones ſelf, is ſciſmaticall , ſo we haye pro- 
ved the ſame by Arguments never yet an- 
ſwered, and have cleared the ſame from 
whatſoever hath been objected. 
| | C. 26, | 
We muſt give you leave to fpeak' , how 
well you have proved that there:was one ſole 
. reaſon 
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reaſon in the firſt propoſal of your Argu- 


ment, before you received our Anſwer toit, 
(for this 15 the thing which we: chiefly now 
objett againſt you) we hope by this ba's (0 
openly appeared, that no more us needfull to 


evidence it. The reſult therefore of this © 


your Reply, even to this laſt juſtification of 
your ſelves, 1s thus much : Firſt you ſaid, 
yorr reaſons were not anſwered , when your 
own words cited by us, had overthrown their 


ground , and ſo abſtrafled all force from 


them. Secondly, you account no man Judi- 


Cores, who judges, that you uſed any reaſon 


#0 confirme your "Theſis , but what was of 
force toconfirmeit, Thirdly , we demand 
that you ſhew., by particularizing ſome 
words in the firſt propofall of your A4rgu- 
ment, which ſhew, that you placed it in the 


laſt aft of Diotrephes alone, and in nont of 


the former ; and for auſwer you bring the 


words" of your Theſis, which was to be. 


proved, and not the words in the propoſall 
of your Argument , which you brought to 
prove that Theſis, Fourthly, we demand 
ro what your words, All this, &Cc. are re- 
ferred ; whether to.one aloze , or to all the 
precedent atts ? Toy anſwer to all; and if 


zoall, ſay we, (which we intended to prove) 
| why 


q 
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why are they ſoreferred; but'to ſhew , that 
Diotrephes was rendred mortally a Sciſe 
matique by them all ? and if a Schiſmatique 
by them all, then you mage uſe of all the ſaid 
atts to prove it ,, and by that' medium, of 
hs being mortally a Schiſmatique 'by thoſe 
atts, to prove your Theſis." © Fifthly', you 
ſrew that, mediately by a, generall propoſ- 
tion, which all Logick required to have been 
fhewed by it ſelf folely, and immediately. 
Sixthy, you ſay, that Diotrephes denied to 
$:.:John' the Commanion'of that Church, 
which-was due to him ; . and yer" you deny 
= he'deprived him of that” Communion, 
(& participating in Prayer ,, Sacraments, 
and Chriſten comtrſatin ) of which he de- 
prived the Brethren, and yet "that very 
Communion was due to him. Seventhly, 
you' dewy: flatly here , that the” firſt abt of 
Dietrephes x- any reaſon-at all: 5roughr by 


9ou ; and yet you acknowledge before , that 


it was mentioned. by you 4s an inſtance, 
{that 5, a reaſon) of Diotrephes' hs 

Schifmne : auld his Schiſme 'was the medi- 
um-, which: you firſt took ' to" prove” your 
Thefis:'' 'E3ghthly,; you bring at laſt an att 
to prove your Theſis, which proves it not + 
Jour Thelis was this , Some ative ſepara- 

hi tion, 


| 
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tion beſide that of ones ſelf 1s Sehiſme : the 
att which you;putch upon to prove this , is 
Diotrephes caſting others ont of the church, 
for keeping due Catholique Communi- 


on. + Now: this addition for keeping due | 


Catholique Communion , renders that 
caſting others ent of the Church to be an 
attive ſeparation, whichis a ſeparation of 

ones {elf , and conſequently not onely proves 
vt your Theſis, that there is lome aQive 
ſeparation, beſide that of ones-ſelf, which 
is Schiſm ; bxt proves the quite contrary, if 
#t prove any thing. Now that ſuch a' ſepa 
ration, For keeping due. Catholique: | Coms 
munion , # 4 ſeparation of . ones ſelf , we 


' have made manifeſt : for #t is anexternall 


exerciſe of hatred and rejeftion . of Cas 
tholique Communion ,. which cannet_ but be 
a ſeparation of. ones ſelf from that Com- 
munion...Nithly, our anſwer tothe; firſt 
aft of Diotrephes, whereby be firſt. became 
a Schiſmatique, by ſeparating himſelf from 
the Church, aud which made all the ſubſe- 
quent alts ſchiſmaticall , and participant of 
ſeparation as the formall motive of then, 
(for they were all done in order to that) rt+ 
mains to this very hour, not onely, unanſwer-- | 
4d, but nntonched; though you have been ſo 


ofters 
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often admoniſped by us of that preterition, 
And though you ſay in a former Reply, that 
the net receiving '$t. John might have beex 
.artaſon, and. yet not binder, that your laſt 


_ att maybe a reaſon two, if you mean ( 4s 
- you muſt, if you will prove any thing ) that 


it could be a:reaſon too,that 15 ſuch a reaſon, 


4s includes av Ave ſeparation beſide 
that of ' ones ſelf ;,-we :ſap ,' if ori was u 


reaſen, that 'conld not be a reaſon tov + for 
it having been done by.\Diotrephes in refe- 


* renceto the firſt alt , andonely for this rea= 


ſon, that they. received St. Zobn:; he caſt 


.them out of the Church , ſeting that firſt 
reaſon includes a ſeparation 'of ones ſelf, 
Jour laſt: att of caſting out 'conld_ net :be a 


reaſon including an AQive' ſeparation 
befidethat of ones ſelf. _. T:exthly, to our 
anſwer te the laſt aft of Diotrephes, , how 
it. was. ſchiſmaticall, yow have not yet 
ſaid one word; viz. That. as the at of 
ſpeaking againſt St. Fohn , was in it ſelf 
tending towards Schuſm ; ſo likewiſe were 
the ſubſequent acts of not receiving the 
Brethren , and caſting them out of the 
Church , becauſe they communicated 
with Saint ob», ſchiſmaticall act in 
themſelves , abſtrating from the pre- 
= cedent 


94 T he propoſall of the firſt 
cedent- Schiſme of him that did them: + 
not becauſe it was onely an unjuſt ejeRti- | 
on out of that-Church, but becauſe it-con- 
tained in-it a contempt and diſqbedience 
againſt the lawfall Apoſtolicall Paſtour of 
that Churclr; and by conſequence a reite- 
rating an active voluntary ſeparation of 
Diotrephes from St. fohn,and by him from 
- the whole Church”, 7 pH Tha we. | 
hich ſew evigently g t 
which you-ſo much infeſt is not an attive ſe- 
paration;beſide that of ones ſelf but an aftive 
ſeparation of ones ſelf, and as ſuch oxely 
Schiſmaticall. And' now glory as much as 
-Jou pleaſe , that you" have proved your in- 
tent by Arguments never yet-anſwered, 
and-lavecleared the ſame from whatſo- 
ever hath been objected. 'Bar' withall you 
will. pleaſe to give leave-to the * Audi- 
 Pours, to determine whether this yoar glory 


1 


be win or to 


ou 


SECT, 


rthis new att, 01 | % 
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$EeT. 3. 


' That caſting others unjuſtly out of the 


Church for this ſole reaſon , That they 
keep due Catholique Communion, z« /o . 
far from diſproving the definition given 
by the Catholique Defendants, that it 
confirms theirs, and proves not the Defi- 
nition of the Proteſtant Opponents. 


C©.-36 


ich ſuppoſed, we go forwardto 
\ Y your laſt reaſon,ſo mnch preſſed 


by yotabout caſting Chriſtians out of the 
' Church; which received St. Fob». To' this 


we anlwered punQually, as you demand. 
ed, that it was Schiſmaticall, and gave 
two reaſons, each ſufficient for the Schiſ- 


-maticalnefle of it, as you acknowledge. 


To your ſo mich preffing us to anſwer 
to your reaſon, and complaining that we 
anſwered notdirecly toit, viz. Thur Dio- 
trephes- caſt thoſe Chriſtians out ' of the 
Church for no' other reaſon', then for keep- 
ing due Catholique Communion, we reply, 
that we conceived thoſe words tofay no 
more, ther is related to your definition, 
that he caſt them out of the qu 
- cauſe- 
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cauſeleſly and unjuſtly :-ſeeing that*the 


keeping due Catholique Communion can F 


be no juſt cauſe of excommunication, or 
caſting out of the Church: as when a 
Sood ſubject of ſervant is wrongfully caſt 
out of his natural Countrey , or Maſters 
ſervice, ſuch as know their innocency uſe 


to ſay, they were caſt out for being good 


members of the Commonwealth, or ſfer- 


vants in their families, that is , without 4 


any juſt cauſe at all.-And if we had con- 
ceived, that you had meant by that ex- 
_ Preſtion any more then this, wewould 

have rendered you a further anſwer, But 
now perceiving by your often preſſing re- 
jcerations of that reaſon , that you ſpake 
-not onely in the premiſed negative man- 
ner, 'but meant it poſitively, viz; That 
the formall reaſon of their caſting out 
thoſe. perſons was, onely becauſe they 
:kept due Catholique Communion, that is, 
reduplicative, and reflexively for that ſole 
reaſon , wereturn you this reply. Firſt, 
that. we had no reaſon to imagine that 
you intended any ſenſe of thoſe your 
words, which is deſtruRive of-it ſelf, as 
that'is, which we prove thus: Becauſe it 
is impoſſible that any one ſhould become 
<Nts9 3 
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a formall Schiſmatique by ſuch an a, as 
that pretended by you would be : ſeeing 
ſuchana&t ſappoles him to bea formal! 
Schiſmatique , at leaſt animo, in will and 
aftetion : andeither accidently puts it in 


_ externall execution, as many other as 


may do, which are done for the ſame end: 


| as if one ſhould ſuſpend or interdi& 
1 . others, ſolely becauſe they' keep Catho- 
1 . lique Communion , which notwithſtand- 
" ing you neither put in your definition, 
. nor blame ours, becauſe ic wants them ; 
* or augments his Schiſme , if it be already 

- contraQed by any former exteriour a&, 


as this of Diotrephes- was; Forit cantiot 
be conceived, that any 'one can caſt an- 
other our of the Church, for this ſole; po- 
fitive and formal reaſon, becauſe he keeps 
due Catholique Communion, if he be not 
preſuppoſed a contemner, hater, and re- 
linquiſher of due Catholique Communion 
himſelf: For ſo ſong as this Caſter our is 
ſuppoſed to be in Catholique Communi- 
on himſelf, and a lover and maintainer of 
it ; how can he caſt out anotherſolely for 
continuing and-maintaining that Com- 
munion, .unleſle tie be ſuppoſed co main- 
rain and deſtroy ,"to love and hate, to 

| F eſteeme 
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for: the. ſame-reaſong for 
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eſteeme and contemne, to accept and 


_ reje the ſamething,, at the ſame time. 
+ And hence! follows evidently, that the 


formall reaſon , which makes this Caſter 
out a .Schiſmatique, is not an aQuall caft- 
ing others without ſufficient cauſe or au- 
thority out of the Church , as you fay in 
your definition of Schiſme ( which you are 
obliged -neither to deſtroy, nor alter'in 
the progreſle of your diſcourſe ,-unlefſe 
you diſallow of your own-definition) but 
the ſole formall cauſe of Schiſme in this 
a&, is the contemptand rejetion of Ca- 
tholique Communion, which might acci- 
dently have been executed in. other mate- 
rial a&ts not- ſeparating others; fromthe 
Church., as. well-as by that. Neither 
therefo yp our $2" to: be reputed 
lame, and yours: perfes? , as you repute 
them, by the want or addirion elpeive- 
ly. of: choſe tearms;; unlefſe you eſtgem 


thewantor addition of an hundred other 


acts, which are. not: ſeparative of others 
from the: Church , and yer: may:be:done 
b: & | ch you.ſay 
this mranan others: by 'Niot: 
was -done, that 15, Salalyiferr heenrann abe 
Cathelique Gommunian , hid you ane 

_— "|. or 
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not added, and if you-bad', you would 
have madea monſter of a definition. - Ei-- 
ther therefore acknowledge your definiti- 
on /ame, for not particularizing all thoſe 


. other anſeparating a&s;, which done for 


this:ſple reaſon' will be: materially as Schil- 
maticall;; as this of Diozrephes : or that 
ours 1s 10 lame, for not particularizing 
the ſaid /eparation of. others from the 


' Charch. And hence we maintain without 


roy nar \whatwe ſaid, and you 0b- 
jectragainſt us; That there is no ative ſepa» 
ration, ſave that of ones ſelf from the whole 
Church, which: can properly be tearmed 
Sobifme. For: ſeeing we dealt with Logi- 
ciansand Philoſophers, weſuppoſed chat 
they would under{tand our words accord- 
ing tothe rujes of Logick;and Philoſo. 
phy, thatis, ina formall ſenſe,and qaate. 
2 tale, as fuclt an a&ive unjuſt ſeparati- 
onof others 15:formally ananjuſt ſeparati- 
ou of othevs,, and under; that: /ale Go 
As#-one Philoſopher ſhould fay to an. 
other, 0 peice. of wood canbe tearmed pro- 
perly an-image , he were to be underſtood 
in ſenſu-formal;, that is, onely in ſo much 
aSitis a peiceiof wood, or under that fole 
formality-:. or if you _ bave ſaid to 

74 2 Us, 
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us , '0 unjuſt ſuſpenſion , or interdift of 
others , can properly be tearmed Schiſme, 
ſeeing they contain no active ſeparation 
of our ſelves, or othersfrom the viſible 
Church of Chriſt , which-you eſteem ne- 
ceſſary to conſtitute Schiſme , as appears 
by your definition, we would preſently 
' have underſtood you ina formall ſenſe, 
that is, as they are unjuſt ſuſpenſions , or 
interdifts, andno further. 5 3 
Now inthis formall ſenſe , 'uſuall- and 
obviousamong Philoſophers, our propo- 
_ fitionis moſt true, For no ative wnjuſt 
ſeparation of others from the Church, ftand- 
ing in the ſole formality, or intrinſecall no- 
tion of [ſuch an aflive ſeparation , canpro- 
perly be tearmed Schi/me ;, no more then 
a peice of wood can be. properly tearmed 
an image, or an' unjuſt ſuſpenſion, &c, 
under the ſole notion of unjuſt ſuſpenſi- 


on, can be tearmed properly. Schiſme, 


When therefore any unjuſt ſuſpenſion,jin- 
cerdit , or excommunication of -others 
are denominated Schiſme , or formally 
Schiſmaricall, it proceeds not from-any 
formality compriſed within theireſſential 
notions, but from the adjuntionof ſome 
other extrinſecall and accidentall forma- 

lity , 


- 
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lity , which formally conſtitutes them in 
the: notion / of. Schiſme ;, no. otherwiſe, _ 
then the adjunRtion of ſome artificiall fi- 
Sure £0 a peice of wood, conſtitutes it for- 


. mally under the. notion, or .denomina-. 


tion- of- an image. ; As therefore, though 
by reaſon .of, this -adjunRion ; . ſome 
pieceaf wood may be truly termed an 
image ,.yet it would be impertinent to 
put cheſe cermes of wood into the definiti- - 
on-of an image;; ſo though by the like 
adjunCtion of ſome: accidentall formality, 
ſome unjuſt ſulpenſon;: interdi&, or ex- 
communication. of - others may be truly 
tearmed Schiſme, it would be as little per- 
tinent, to put »juſt ſuſpenſion interditt, or 
excommuniogtien of othersinto the gehini- 
tignijof Schiſme. *And here your Sophiſm 
isclearly deteted ,: when you ſay, that if 
we acknowledge, that ſome unjuſt ative [e- 
paration of ethers. from the Charch., ts or 
may be Schiſme, then both our. defimtion 
and afſertion'is overthrown.. For we. an- 
ſwer moſteafily, that if we confeſle , that 
ſucha ſeparation be Schiſme, by any for- 
mality which is eſfentiall to the notion of 
anjuſt ſeparation.of others (which we ne- 
ver acknowledged, nor ever ſhall acknow- 
Fo "F\3 ledge) 
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tedge) I grant your conſequence : if it be- 
come Schifme, or'Schiſmaticall by ſome 
other externall adjun, «t /#pra, we de- 
nyit? And ſeeing this ſaid externall for- 
mality-harh neither yet been proved, nor 
can poflibly be conceived to be any other, 
then what-we haveput 1n our definition, 
viz. lome 'reaſon involvinga voluntary 
ſeparation of our ſelves from the whole 
true viſible Church of Chriſt, it ſerves for 
a moſt ſtrong confirmation- of the pers 
fetion-of our definition. 7 7 #5 

. P, ' 27. ' = - f 

From this you paſſe toour laft-reaſon'; #- 
eu call it, which 1s the ſole reaſon in the uſe 
of Diotrephes, which as yerwe ever urged; 
and tell us, that you gave two reaſons for 
the Schiſmaticatnefſe of that att of Dio- 
trephes, and atkwwledged the" att tobe 
Schiſmaticall for theſe two reaſons; wheres 
as the queſtion was propexended to you under 
another reaſon : and therefore your liberall 
giving (who were the Reſpondents ) of thoſe 
two reaſons, was no punttuall anſwer to onr 
queſtion. Where we advertiſe* you *lthe- 
wiſe, that that demand of ours of an anſwer 
to our queſtion, was not mith any reference 
to the juſtification, or explication of our own 
4 fie 
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definition, bat to the impugning of yours, 
which onely was in debate; and ſo our Quc+ 
ftion contamed our Argument. againſt you, 
and ſhoula have been punitually anſwered, 
But Fl ſay , you would have rendred a 

farther Anſwer , if you had conceived. our 

meaniug : and now Jou underſtand our means 
ing, That the formall reaſon of the caſt. 
ing out , was onely for keeping due Ca- 
tholique Communion , you tell 36: finff 
{without a ſecond) it is impoſſible that 
anyone ſhould become a formall Schiſ- 
matiquefor ſuch an at. By which words, 
if. you mean to oppoſe our ſenſe ,« you. ought 
to have obſerv har the Queſhitere which 
Tour punttuall: Anſwer was required, was 
this ,, Was, or was-not this a&t of Diorre- 
phes, viz. hz caſting thoſegued Chriſtians, . 
tiv:ly members of Ebriſts body, out of the 
Chi.+ch , and that. for no ather canſe, bit 
fer keeping due: Cathilique: Communi:n, 

an.a&t Schiſmaticall> A punitnall An- 
' ſmer te this hath beenoft called for , and 
now at luſt you give us for your Anſwer, 
That theſe words.are deſtructive of them- 
ſelves, becauſe it is impoſſible, that any.one 
ſhould become a fformall Schiſmatique. by 
ſuch-an att, ſince he 5 be preſuppoſed to 

<4 


have 
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have been one before. Firſt, we ſhew this is 
ot ad oppoſitum; and fo nothing yet of 
punttuall anſwer now at laft. For this att 
ſo much urged upon you, may have been doue 
for no other cauſe , bat for their keeping due 
Catholique Communion,as we ſay ; and may 
have been done by one preſuppoſed to have 
been a formall Schiſmatique , as yow ſay ; 
and yet fill this af be an att. formal- 
ty Schiſmaticall, though done onely for that 
cauſe; (which is all weneedto ſay, orto 
have granted us by you :) And when 
afterwards we ſpeak, of ſume ones firſt 


becomming a Schiſmatique , then "our 


words were theſe, That he who 'ſ&_ 


parates | others unjuſtly from the 
Churches Communion , doth chereby 
' indeed (if not ſeparate before) con- 
ſequently ſeparate himſelf from the 
Church. ' Thoſe words of ours, if not 
ſeparated before, might have [aved you 
a great part of the needleſs trouble of this 
Reply. 

Tour reaſon , why you charge our 
words to be untrue and impoſſible to be 
true, is,becauſe ſuch an a&t ſuppoſes him to 
be a formall Schiſmatique , at leaſt animo, 
74 will and affeRion: which reaſon of 
yours 
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| yours ſuppoſes neceſſarily, that no man cau 


do an att formally Shiſmaticall , which ts a 
formall Schiſmatique before ; then which 
nothing can be more irrationall': As if a 


* formall Heretique might mot afterwards 


truly elicite, and do atts formally Hereti. 
call ; or a perſon formally Seditians may 
not afterwards elicite, and do afts fore 
- mally Seditions, or a formall Habituall 
-Drunkard may not afterward commit a 
formall att of Ebriety. But you give 4 
reaſon of your reaſon, becauſe It catt- 


not be conceived , that any one can 


caſt another out of the 'Church. for this 
fole poſitive and formall reafon, if he be 
not preſauppoſed to; þe-a.contemner; ha- 


ter, anal ps er of dpe Catholique 
i 


Communion lelf. But what iff he” 
be ſo preſuppeſed ? we have already ſhew- 
ea, that ntither hurts ud anſwers us. 
EAnd ſecondly we now'come to examine the 
#rath of theſe your Aſſerticns, and ſay, that 
by ſuch an att done upon ſo nnjuſt a cauſe, as 
for keeping due Catholique Communi- 
on , ſome one may poſſibly become a for- 
mall Schiſmatique (whether Diotrephes 
caſewere ſuch or n0) whereas your Aſſer» 
trons , that it is impoſtible any one can : 

EO F5 which 
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which  you-cannot perſiſt 10 defend, if. you. 
conſider, that any. perſon; firſt, having ha- 
 tred in his heart towards a: company of hs 
"Chriſtian Brethren, aud being devoid of the 
:Suternall love of God, and Chrift, and his 
Churth, and filled alſo with boldneſſe and 
arrogance of pride, may yet have elicited 
mo att internall: ur externall of :formall 
"Schiſme., though he be tn the \lhngheſt and 
next diſpoſition thereto ; and then may pre- 
ceed, being pricked on by hatred and pride, 
to a reſolution. internall , commanding an 
externall execution of caſting out ſuch his 


Brethren, and that upen ſo nnjuſt a cauſe, | Y 


4s for keeping ane Catholique Communios, 
whtch he being before proud, as we ſaid, 
mow begins to contemne, that his hatred may 
exetute revenge, and thereby becomes a 
' {ormall Schiſmatique. And doth nat, we 
' pray, that T ext if $t, John'mean,ſo much? 
They went out -from us, but they were 
*not'of us :-for if they had been: of. 
*they would , no doubt., have-contiri 
'with us, 1 74/2. 19. They went ont 
from us; there: stheir firſt formall at of 
-Schiſm : But before $119, $1. John ſuppoſes 
'They wete-not.of us," they were" wot 46r= 
ell) juyned with us by Faith, mo king: by . 
; Love, 
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Love, or elſe no doubt they wonld have con- / 
tinued with us. For it being impoſſible, that 
any ſhould go out from the Charch by 
Schiſme, who had in their hearts Faith 
working by Love ,, yet it was poſſible (it 
ſeemed to us in their caſe alſo reall, and to 
-have been $t, Johns meaning )- that they 
ſhould neither love God, nor Chriſt, nor has-. 
Church, before they went, or reſolved to go 
out from them by fermall Schiſme , or had 
elicited or done any other att of formall-. 
Schiſme. | | 

Now as to the reaſon you alledge, if it © 
were true to that intent to which you alledge © 
it, it would overthrow your own Definiti- - 

_ on; for the defence of which you brought it": 
A precedent contempt of Catholique Com - 
munion being as neceſſary (if neceſſary to 
be precedent ) to that alt which your defini- - 
tion makes formally ſchiſmaticall , that is, _, 
the ſeparation of ones ſelf from the whole . 
Charch , : to the aft which you oppoſe in - 
ours: For it ts as true, that none can ſo ſe- - 

parace himſelf voluntarily from the whole | 
Charch, but he which is a contemner of all * 
Catboltque Communion ;, 48 it 1s, that no-- 
man can without ſuch contempt caſt ont an- - 
other, for that cauſe of keeping due gm 
ique- * 
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lique Communion. Nay , this precedent 
contempt ts mere neceſſary in him , that v6« 
luntarily ſeparates himſelf from the whole 
Church,then in him who ſeparateth anather, 
fur that onely unjuſt cauſe of keeping due 
Cathlike commanion: fer the latter may yet 
deſire to keep Coulmmunicn with the Church 
thimfelf(theugh he envy it to another )which 
the farmer cannot, ſuppoſing he willfully ſe- 
parates himſelf. 

As for your objefiton in relation to our de- 
finition it ts improper, whiles yet the queſti- 
on before our hands, and our Argument, 
and your Anſwers are onely about your 
definition, as. by your (elves explain-. 
ed, whether it be yet telerable as a defini- 
nw , or even a good and convertible deſcri- 
prion (fer we world nat be nice with yew, 
we told jon.) Now for you defultorily to 
remove this cauſe from triall and iſſue, 
by falling to recriminating of ouns , t fal- 
Jacions , v8, Ignoratio Elenchi, and as 

| get unſeaſonable : when ours comes to be 

#mpugned, we ſhall not deſtroy it , nor alter 

ir,, but defend it (though we have juft 

#47ht of 2 her, it, wkich you have bf 


us heat our Complaint, taken 10 your ſelves 
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To your often abjcHing to us the caſe 
of Suſpenſions and Interdifts , we once 
give you to anderſtand, that an unjuſt 
Jnterdift , for example, of whole Nations 
ſometimes from- the exerciſe of thoſe alts, 
wherein an emminent ' part at leaſt of 
Eccleſfiaſticall externall Communion 6con- 
fſts , if inflifted (as this ejeftion by Dio- 
trephes was ) for this onely unjuſt canſe, 
Viz, for their keeping axe. Catholique 
Communion , # truly Schiſmaticall, and 
ſo «jo an mnjuſt Suſpenſion of Officers 
of the Church: For example , Biſbops, 
and Priefts frem the executicn of their of= 
fice , wherein an eminent part at leaſt of 
Ecclefiaſticall externall Cemmunicn us 
exerciſed , if inflited (as this ejeftion by 
Diotrephes was) fer this onely anjuſt 
cauſe, vis. for their keeping due Cas 
thelique Communion, ts truly Schiſmati- 
call : and though we blame you not for not 
naming them 1 your definition, nor there- 
| forenamethemin ours , get we blame your 

defending ſuch a definition 'as adequate, 
under which theſe are not contained, and by 
which theſe are wholly excuſed from ſchiſm, 
as ſuch : and we averre , that if they be 
brought. to the triall by axurs , they oy 
/ BB 
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mnnion, they are at leaſt a canſeleſſe thruſt. 
ing, or forcing others (what sn them lies, 
who ſentence them) from the due and boun- 


den exerciſe of that , which is an eminent - 


part 4 the exerciſe of Ecclefiaſticall ex- 
rternall Communion.. But if you put any 


confidence -in that thin and ſlight fallacy, 


that in unjuſt caſting out , or interditt, or 


ſuſpenſion of others , ſolely for keeping due - 


Catholique Communion, they- would be 
wilty, at leaft animo, in will and dffeftion, 


efore they put it accidentally into externall ' 
execution ; you muſt then be told, that you, | 


who' peak. as Philoſophers , fhonld advert, _ 


That & Morall attion includes. together 


the interuatl and externall aft; and foin.. 


3. of Jolin'9. ix 775: ixiayoles ixfanxc 
-#nchuates, we conceive , both the elicite aud 
«mperate attof Dwotrephes*s will , that «5, 


-both the nwinde, command, and theexternall . 


execarion of caſtiug ont the Brethres, as. 


<ipears-in thife words if the holy m_ q 


be found condemned of Schiſme by our de- | 
finition , as by their own merit. and guilt” 
they'ought to be, and all: that would defend. : 
them from jt. For being in ourſuppoſition. . 
an unjuſt interaitting or ſuſpending others, 
and that for keeping due Catholique Com-- 


a > 
anus, ———©Add. omen. A — 


IT IS. ts. 


* farmalyy ſuch, by kis will and intent to.ca- 


% 
a , 
mourns... —— 4d. <2 
£9" in —_—_. 
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And.not. content therewith, &c. he caſt- 


eth them cnt of the Church : and it were 


206 puerile a diſpute to cantrovert herewhe- 


ther the ( alunniatour or Murtherer, be 


lumniate or murther , or by the external 


 calunmiating or murthering , 'whereac *ti9-- 


manifeſt thiy are ſuch formally-by bath:; 
ard he that acenfes. the externall alt; - al-- 
Wayes is underſtood therein together to ac-- 
c#uſe the internall gazlt of the will. So then, 
ſay we, the confeſedly wnjuſt Ejefteur of 
-bis Brethren ont of the Churchecommunt= 

on. when ſolely for their maintaining ('a- 
tholrque communion , 1n that :att ( aa 
Morall aft i wont to be takgn concretely, 
including the Will effefting or endeavour-. 
Sug the external att) ja | not be ſuppoſed 

by yew, 12 not ſuppoſed by ws in ſenſttcom- 
rkeo? to'be then a lover and maintainer 
-of Catholique communion; but by andin. 
that. very att , 1 formally. [chiſmaticall. 
"Nor death. he at that tine wamntarn avd 
deftr oy, love and hate, eftcem and contenmm, 
accept and rejett, as you ehjebt ; but (which 
you vicght ceafily have diſcovered your 
Jelner a0 be onr -meaning) oth, ſofar as 
-that-all, clicits and 1mper ate af his -wall is 
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confidered, ſolely deſtroy, hate ,contemne C a+ 
tholique Communion, and therefcre the 
contrary followes evidently; that ſuch aftu- 
all caſting out others for ſuch unjuſt cauſe 
mentioned", Viz. for  rheir keeping of due 
Catholique Communion ,” is 4 formall rea- 
ſon why they are ſchiſmaticall. This aft of 
caſting out ( as it includes the aft of the 
Will, andotherwiſe:t were not a moral afti- 
on) the Brethren ont of the Church forthus 
unjuſt cauſe, it ſelf -a maitifeſt violation 
and” contempt of Catholique Communion, 
in that which was his part to maintain, and 
to have conſerved ( as our definition ſug - 
gefted ; in *that which every: part ought 
co-ſupply.) © Fer he, who being in Autho- 
rity, or pretending to be, violates the bond 
of Cathilique Communion , which he in - 
hus place (whereto he pretends) 5 eſpeci- 
'ally ſet to conſerve, maintain, and defend 
in himſelf ,"and in others, by © caſting 
others unjuſtly out for this unjuſt" cauſe, 
for keeping due Catholique Communion , is 
in that aft,” as ſuch, formally a con- 
temuer and vitlater of Catholique Com- 
munion , and formally ſchiſmaticall , and 
- _ "you-will never be able to'quit hins- of it : 
_ And therefore your definition-( wherein 
e77 you 


= 5 


even. ; 5 
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you profeſſe not to include ſuch” als as 
fuch ) 'z5 ' lame and partiall, 'and to 
much 'a friend” to Schiſme , even when 
you declaime againſt it ; and ours, ſo 


much as it condemnes them, ſo much 


the perfetter : In which we rightly judged 
zt needleſs, to name an hundred other 
abts, if reduced to this thruſting, or for- 
cing , what in us lies, others from any 
bounden due part of Ecclefiaſticall ex= 
ternall Commanicy , becauſe comprehend- 


ed in what we have ſaid in it ſuffic 
«0. .oci3t vr; 


Your Reply to our Anſwer ,- to the 
caſting out of- the Brethren for keepi 
due Catholique communion, is ground 
1n a:miſconceiving our. words and mean- 
ing ; when weaffirmed, That ſuch an att 


44 that, which you there propounded tn proof 


of your Aſſertion', was deſtruttive of t 
ſelf. For you, in your laſt Reply, take 
ſuch an a& abſolutely in it ſelf,and with- 
out any reference to; your Aſertion, in 
proof whereof you brought it, viz. That 
there' 1s ſome Attive ſeparation from the 
Church, beſide that of ones ſelf , which ts 

Foe 


Lo 
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properly Schiſme':' And. you abſtratt the 
| faid at from being a proof. brought by 

you of the ſaid Aflertion:; and proceed 


in your Reply upon this miſconceipt.. 
Now we, as _ anſwer your reaſon, 


andſo to take this a&'45-you take it in 
oor ObjeRion, that is, in reference.one- 
tothe: proof of your fore-named Af- 


Gition , take it not abſolutely as it, is'or 


may be conſidered init felf , but onely in 


the faid relation to the proof, of this, 


T hat there 1s ſome Attive ſeparation from 
the Church, beſide that of ones ſelf , which 


i properly Schiſme. Now in this rela-- 


tive acception , this at of Diatrephes, 
ting others ont of the Church'for this 


Sole" reaſon ,' of ' keeping idue 'Catholique 
| muſt be ſuppoſed (to prove 


your intent) to be an'aRtive ſeparation 

m- the Church, - b+fiethat of ones ſelf. 
That therefore: which | we: ſay 1s , that if 
thisa& be'(as it muſt be , to ſerve your 


purpoſe) ſuppoſed to be an aGive /epa- 


ration from the Church, and not of ones ſelf, 


it is an at deftructive'of / it ſelf; and 


therefore we ſay, that it is impoſſible, that 
any one ſhould become a formall Schiſma- 
nque by ſuch an aft , as that pretended by 

you 
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term fromthe ſaid Communion) hiw-cax 
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| you wonld be, Now the at 


you muſt be avaldive ſeparitionFrom tie 
Church, which 15-not an ative paw þ 
ones felf+ And our reaſonis, .becauſe be- - 
fore there be any'/aQive ſeparation of 
others, ſolely. for” keeping: Catholique 
Communion;' 'the:unjuſt, ſeparatour'muſt 
be-ſuppoſed to be a Schiſmatique.,-cither 
animo, inwill and affection, or exeztitio, 
by ſome other externall- precedent at, 


 which:efſentially.is. or includes a ſepara- 


tion of: bimſelf fromthe viſible Church. 
And ſo that a& of ſuch an unjuſt ſepara» 


tion:;»meerly for- ware. iu) cs 6 | Catholique 


Communion, Ai be 


-and'yet will eitherbe) or 
rn ela of :o105' Fe bd or | 
ſon of which contradiory it; 


will-plainty defiroy itſelf” Pry; 
So long: as this Caſter 'out 35. ſuppoſed'ro be . 
in Catholique Communion himſelf ; and a 
lover and\ maintainer of it , (asi you\muſt | 
ſuppoſe him-to-! be; {o- long asibe ſepa- | 
rates not: himſelf; "neither incern; NOD 2 


he caſt  out- another ſalely for maintaming 
nd continuing that Conaretion, &c. mw 
a 


116 Thenllity of the firſt Argument. 
- a& therefore muſt either be no proof at 
all of youraffertion, (which were whol!! 

- to evacuate your Argument) or. it muſt -| 
be deſtructive of it ſelf; which is our Ar- f 
ment againſt it. The force whereof is. 


Matique.”;-! 
 ThisaQt 


OBES / Eff 
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and conſequent aQs in the very inſtance 
of. Dietrepies 


which may produce any jarring, je them, 
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{elf ,, which yon have not done. | 
© - Your comprehending unjuſt ſuſpenſi- 
ons and interdicts, (and the like is, of yn- 


juſt- penances:, corporall'' puniſhments, 
and an hundred other unjuſt a&ts,- which. 


- may be exerciſed upon infetiour' Chritti> 
ans, for keeping due Catholique Commu- 
nion) within your definition, ſcems firit 
to make your definition of a monſtrous 
extent! For whatſoever may be ſaid- of 
fufpenſions and interdis (alice will 
preſently treat)-yet- certainly penances, 
as faſtings , watchings , Prayings, alms- 
deeds, &c. unjuſtly tinflifted for keeping 
due Catholique Communion ,, cannot be 
contained nnderany-part of your definiti- 
on': {ceing they contain no violation of 
Cattiolfique Communion , or the' benefit 
ofit : And the like is of corporall puniſh- 
mentsunjauſttyinflifted; for keeping due 
Catholique- Communion. | Thele there- 
SEAS p Fa #0 th thisicaſe' be acts 
as truly Schifinaticalf | *as-yours of unjuſt 
ſeparation of others ts, exprefied in your 
definition, were to have been expreſſed in 
it; andthefikeisof an hundred other like 
a&s, whieh in themſelves alone have: no 
violation" of * Churchz=Communion::: _- 
| ther 


is 
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-ther therefore your definicion is imperfe& 
for want of them, or not perfected for 
having the - other of unjuſt - Separa- 
-tion. | Y 

\ Concerning unjuſt ſuſpenſionsandin. 
-terdicts, though they come not directly 
within your definition , ſeeing they are 
no voluntary ſeparations, neither of our 
ſelves or- others from the Church , and 

therefore your definition is lame (by your 
own-objection againſt ours) for want of 
them ; yet becauſe they may be compre- 
hended: within the formall reaſon of 
Schiſme;, as benefits of externall Commu. 
nion, we will deferre the treating of them 
to our anſwer to that formality. 
2 US1299 1<PL128., 50S 
T he next part of your Reply,ss an endea- 
vour to-reltifie our conceptions, pretending 
we have miſconceived your words and 
weaning; when you. ſaid , That to:make 
the caſting out of the Brethren, for keep» 
ing due Catholique Communion a Schif- 
maticall Act, is deſtructive of it ſelf. {4»d 
our mitftake you ſay was this, that we took 
that.act abſolutelyin it ſelf, and not in re-. 
 ferenceto ouraſſertion:: Towbich:we ane 
ſwer, that.our Concepteons needed no. ſuek 


relts- 
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' reflification : For we have proved (uch an © 
att not to be deftruitiue of it ſelf, whether } 


it be confidered abſolutely in it ſelf, or 
whether it be conſidered in reference to our 
effertion. © : | 
WET: | C20: | 
To what purpoſe took you the pains to : 
proveit not to be deſtructive of it felf, 
being conſidered abſolutely in it ſelf, when 
your /Reſpondents never ſaidit was:ſo? 
Ts not this called /aboxr iu vain ? And by 
this do.:you not acknowledge / thereby 
your mifconceiving the ſenſe, wherein we 
ſpake? Whileſt you confeſſe, that you 
proceeded in a conſideration of :that at 
abſolutely, which neither you nor we be- 
fore had treated , but onely as related to 
the proof of your. aſſertion : how. then 
can /you with truth ſay: here, that your 
conceptions need no ſuch rectification, 
when you your ſelves acknowledge here 
they were amiſſe? 300 BoeHtes 3511 
For that very eArgument , which you 
raiſed from the refererce of onr aſſertion, 
we have already anſwered, which we could. 
wot have dove ,. except we had confidered 
that alt together with that reference; . For 
» 113% the 
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the whole force of your argument is this that 
the caſting of the Brethren out of the Church 
for keeping due Cathelique communion,can- 
not make a man a Schiſmatique, as ſehifme 
z5 taken for the ſeparation of another , and 


_ wt of himfelf, bicauſe whoever caſts out 


the. Bretbren for that cauſe , muſt be ſuppc=, 
ſed ro ſeparate himſelf , avid ſo becomes a 


 Schiſmatique by\ your definition. But we 


have already ſhewed ,- that a man may caſt 
ont another. out of the Church , from which 
he doth not actively and voluntarily ſepas 
rate himſelf. Therefore we gave an anſwer 
ro your diſcourſe, taking the att in reference 
toour aſſertion.” Neither is there any thin 
in all this long obſervation of yours , which 
hath not received due conſideration and ſa- 
tefattion. 
C30; | 
-- But withall you ſay, that yox proved it 
not to be deftruttive of it ſelf, conſidered in 
reference to'your aſſertion. Where , or 
when proved you that > If in ſome other 
place, how can that excuſe you from ta- 
_ without that reference abſolutely 
and independently here, with which one- 
ly we charged you in this paſſage. It were 
a ſtrange kind ofanſwering, that whenan 
G Op- 
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Opponent had proved that Ariſtotle takes 
quantity abſolutely, without any refe. 
rence toa naturall body, iz his Categories, 
the Reſpondent ſhould anſwer, that he 
takes it with reference to a naturall body 
iz his Phyſicks. The preſent | queſtion 
therefore is this, whether-you took not 
- thatact abſolutely init ſelf, and without 
the reference of proving your aſſertion, 
in that place , wherein we charge you to 
have done © : and it is moſt evident that 
you did ſo : For the inſtances that you 
brought of an Heretique, a ſeditious Per- 
ſon, a proud Prelate, a Drunkard, &c. 
who after they are become guilty of thoſe 
crimes, may perform acts formally parti. 
cipating of the faid vices. And the ſame 
ts,, when you inſtance in our definition, 
that one may elicite an internall a& of 
ſeparating from the Church, before he ſe- 
parates externally) are manifeſtly taken 
by you in an abſolute ſenſe, without a re- 
lation to the proof of any aſſertion; and 
therefore yon muſt either havetakenthis 
at abſolutely , without all reference to 
the proving your aſſertion here;, or you 
muſt have brought theſe examples ro 
0 purpoſe; nay”, quite from your pur- 
pole, 
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poſe, which we will not in the leaſt fil 
pet of you. Yet here we cannot let ſlip 
a miſapplication of your anfiver to our 
obje&ion. For all choſe your inſtances 
tend to prove,, either that one may com- 
' mitaformall a& ofa vice,afterhe is fallen 
into it by precedent acts, or that he may 
have internall a&s of ſome vice, before 
he fall into any external; or that he may 
_ exerciſe both an internall and anexter- 
nall a& together, wichout having before 
produced any formall, internall, or exter- 
nall a& of that vice, though he had ſome 
internall diſpoſitions to it before, as you 
fay it may happen in the Prelate by you 
ſpecified. Now all theſe examples ſuppoſe 
a \diverſity of precedent or ſubſequent 
as, when we ſpeak of one and the ſame 
formall a& ; affirming that this very at 
of Exrommunicating any- one for this ſole 
reaſon , ——_ he keeps due Citholique 
Communioz, ſuppoſes him to be conſtitu- 
ted a formall Schiſmatique by a ſeparati- 
on of himſelf from the Church , before he 
be ſuppoſed to: ſeparate others from the 
Church ; not that heis thus fuppoſed to 
ſeparate by any entact of hatred, 
contempt, &c. of due Catholique Com- 

| | G 2—- munj- 
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munion , -but that this yery act. contains 
wichin it ſelf chat.contempr, according.to 
the different formalities. which are in it, 
So.that though. as.you here ſuppelerthe 
firſt Schiſmaticall, act of that Prelate f 
ſhould be the caſting out of his Brethrea, 
for this ſole reaſon, of keeping due Cathe- 
liznue Communic , he would become a 
formall Schiſmarique by that, very act, in 
fo much as it. contains 2 ejet#10 of Catho- 
ligne Communion ;, and becauſe it contains 
that milice ſeparates others unjuſtly from 
the Church. Infomuch that this prece- 
dency is neither of ::27e, nor of nature, but 
it is prioritas rations, as it is termed in the 
Schools. And hence is both your miſcon- 
ceipt diſcoreced, and your Argument ſol- 
ved.. For ſceing the keeping due Catho- 
lique Communion is the ſole and totall 
forma!l motive contained in this: ac, 
which induces him to ſeparate others 
from the Church , he muſt neceſſarily in 
| this very at reject and Yenounce due Ca- 
choligue Communion , and ſo if this mo- 
tive of the ſaid ſeparation of others be 
not ſufficiently expreſſed by ſome exter- - 
nall at , he becomes ſeparated from the | 
Church,aimo, in will and affetion, which 
" may 
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may happen : and if expreſſed,” becomes- 
ſeparared, a#z,a&ually and in effe&;as* 
it happened in that caſtingout ofthe Bre-" 
? thren dy Diorrephes. And henceiscleatly 
. ſolved what you ſay nextin your former 
Reply, 7hat he who ſeparates another for + 
that onely aujuſt caxje of keeping dye Ca-? 
tholique Communion "may jet defire to keep 
Commimion "with the Charch ' himſelf, 
though he envy it to another , &c, Becauſe: 
this ſentence quite deſtroyes its own ſup- 
poſitipn, For if he love Catholique com-- 
munion in'himfelf,and envy it in another;}: 
' he cannot caſt another out of the:Church: 
for this ſole reaſon. , becauſe he' keeps Ca- 
tholique Communion'; but he muſt have: 
this other motive, becauſe Catholique: 
Communion brings ſo muck -ſ{piritoall - 
(and it may: be) temporal}. good to:that.. 
perſon, whom he envres;; or is fome ob- 
ſcur ng, or detriment to him, &c. which: 
are quire other motives. By this it'ap+: 
pears, that that. very a& of ſeparating: 
.. others from the Church for this ſole rea- 
ſon of keeping due Catholique Commu-- 
þ mon}, 'which you alledge to be an active. 
ſeparation, beſide that of ones-ſelf;, is 
(according to its-formall motive ,- where- 
G 3 by 
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by it is ſpecificated) a formall ſeparation 
of..ones ſelf: 'and ſo if it proved effecty- 
ally your Theſs,,1t muſt be ſuppoſed to 
be no ſeparation of ones elf, and thereby 
becomes deſtructive of it ſelf: which isthe 

contradiftion , which we contend you in- 
curre by the poſition of it, 

P.  3O. | | 

T his may be further evidehced by your 
Inſtance of the proud Prelate , as you call 
him, which we proved might become a ſchiſ- 
matique, by excommunicating auother fole- 
ly for Teping ane Catholique Communion : 
and you aeny not but we proved it ; but you 
ſay, That hurts you not, becauſe we ſhould 
have proved he became a Shiſmatique by 
ſuch ana, as it is an active ſeparation of 
another, and not of himſelf. And we af- 
firm we proved it ſo ;| nor did. we go about 
fo prove any other way , then by ſuch an att 
as it 1s an ative ſeparation of anotber , and 
not of himfelf. For we told you expreſly, 
that we ſuppoſed him in the whole to have 
never elicited, or done any att internall or 
externall , of formall Schiſme before this 
attive ejeftion of another : and therefore he 
had not ſeparated himſelf, which is an a of 
formall- Schiſme. If therefore we proved 


any 
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any thing, which you deny not , we proved 
that Prelate guilty of Schiſms: by an attive 


ſeparation of another , and not of himſelf: 


aud this we did , alwayes conſidering the 
Schiſmaticall aft brought for the procf of 


eur Aſſertion , with refereace to the [ame 


Aſertion. ; 
C23 | ©, 
Here you fall upon your former falla- 
cy: For: whatſoever you intended, or 
ought to have proved , and ſignified allo. 
you would prove, evinces no more, then 
that ſuch a.-proof was to be exacted from 
you-; which. is not-the queſtion. So that. 
in ſhewing all this, you fay nothing toſa- 
tisfie - our anſwer: But if you had given 
ſatisfaction, 'you. ſhould have ſhewed, 
that the Arguments , which yon uſed in; 
that your Reply, ſwppoſed that a&tto be. 
a-proofof your T heps,wir ch chey.do not; 
and that they proceed not, as upon an ab. 
ſolute a& , independent of any proof at 
all ; which they do , as we have already 
proved. Now to ſay, that Diorrephes was 
not ſuppoſed. by you to be a Schifmatique 
by any. former act, precedent to that of 
caſting out the Brethren, for keeping ane 


 Carholique Communion , is nothing at all 


G 4 againſt 
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againſt us, or ſatisfactory to our reafons. 
For we ſay , that he becamea Schifſma- 
tique by that: very act it ſelf, conſidered 
1n prioritate rations, as a ſeparation of him- 
ſelf , by a formall contempr of Catho- 
lique Communion , exerciſed in caſting 
out the Brethren for that ſole reaſon, be- 
fore it be conſidered xs formally an unjuſt 
ſeparation of others. For ſeeing the 'con- 
tempt, or hate of Catholique Communi- 
on moved him to that unjuſt ſeparation 
of others, it is the firſt formality which is 
co be confideredin that a, 7» prioritate 
rationts': and ſo he being made- by-that a 
formall Schiſmatique,, '1t  can'\ never be 
evinced,that he becomes a Schiſmarick by 
that act, as it is formally a/ſole unjuſt ſe- 
- paration of others,or under the formality 
of an xxjuſt ſeparation, qua talzs, as ſuctr: 
By ſaying therefore, as you often ſay, that 
© excommunicate another for this ſele 
reaſon, 1s toOexcommunicate unjulty, and 
ſo is an unjult excommunication ; you 
prove nothing , unleſſe you added and 
proved , that ſuch excommunication is 
Schiſme , as itis formally unjuft , which 
you can never prove; unleſſe you make it 
firſtappear., that every unjuſt excommu- 

| nica- 
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nication is Schiſme ; which you have no 
done- in this preſent Argument. Fof 
whatſoever is ſuch a thing, qxa tals, for- 
mally as ſuch,,muſt-a/ays be luch, when 
ſoever that formality, or notion is found 
5 it - as1s clear in Logick and Metaphy- 
IcR, | 
And when you ſay (in a former Reply, 
to which you relate here)that'you proved 
ſuch x-Prelate” to be Schifmaricall by the 
contempt of Catholique Communion; 
which is formally exerciſed-in the fepara- 
_ tion of others; for this ſole reaſon,becanſe 
they-keep due Catholigque Communion';” for 
ſuch a.ſeparation is a formal cOhtempt of 
Cathokique.Communion; we anfiyer,that 
' all this is true ; .but ſay,” that no man.can 
thus contemn Catholique Communion, 
ſo-long as he adheres to it himſelf, bur 
muſt i» prioritate rationzs, at leaſt, be ſup- 
poſed ro contemn, reject, and relinquiſh: : 
(which words we uſed in our former an-- 
ſwer) Catholique Communion , . by a ſe- 
parationofhhimſelf from the Church, be- - 
fore he can be ſuppoſed to exerciſe this - 
contempt of it, by periecuting others by 
unjuſt excommunication ſolely, becauſe - 
they-keep due Catholique Communion. - 
a G5; For.- 
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For as none, but ſuch as are ſuppdſedto. 
be rebellious and ſeditious perſons, actu- 
ally divided from a Commonwealth, can 
baniſh others for this ſole reaſon, becaxſe 
they adhere to-the Commonwealth, {0 none 
but ſuch as are ſuppoſed to be rebellious 
and ſeditious perſons, atually divided 
from the Church , can excommunicate 
others for this ſole reaſon, becauſe they 
adhere to the Church, that is,becauſe they 
keep due Catholique Communion. By 
what therefore is ſaid in this ſetion, un- 
deniably appears,that inſtead of alledging 
an act to prove your Theſis, which is an 
active ſeparation, beſide that of ones [elf, 


you have inſtancedin ana&', which is a 
woſt formall {eparation of ones ſelf. 


Fs from the Fathers defended. 135, 
4 * at moſt quidam Presbyteri maligni 8& 
=" Pperkidt, which you think are here defined. 
What if thoſe ceftain Presbyters were ſchiſ- 
matiques , in caſting themſelves of their 


: own accord out of the Charch ? doth it 


thence 'follow, or doth he pretend therein to 
. ſay, or; any way toimply tacitely., that no 
other are Schuſmatiques, but ſuch who of 
: their own accord caſt themſelves ont of the 
Church ? which onely you know canverifie 
years to be a definition , and about which 
+ onely, you know , our whole Controver ſie As 
get ts. His ſaying , though but of certain 
Presbyters yet we acknowledge it doth im= 
ply, that all others who do ſo, are Schiſma+ 
t1qaes., (which we afirme. ns lefſe in out: 
definition) but net, that no others. then they 
which ao ſo, are Schiſmatiques, ( which yo. 
need.) If thoſe five PrezhNters,and we frees 
ly give you (a paritate rationis) at others 
alſo that are likg them , are revinced tobe 
Schiſmatiques, for caſting out themſelves; 
are net. (we pray” you) thoſe and all ſuch 
concluded te be Schiymatiques, and that for. 
ſo deing,, fer caſting. owt themſelves, as welk 
| - 1n our definition. 46-11: yours ,. and 4s plain- 
tb, and «s wniverſally ? what thenwakgs 
this ground of yours (which 1 4 neceſſary 
___ ground. 


136. The Authorities cited” 
ground of durs) more for you then for us *? 
anleſſe hehad-ſaid, or intimated , that no: 
other were Schiſmatiques then ſuch, of 
which he fayes not there, nor any where.elſe, a 
one ſyllable, | ho 
Your fecond ground u the Text of 
Saint Hierome , Propriz conſcientiz; 
&c. When any one departs from the 
Church -of - his owne -arbitrament , - it* 
feemsto be the condemnation of his own 
conſcience. YL | | 
'To make this for you as univerſall as' 
: can poſſibly be interpreted , at *moſt it 
ſpeaks - thus much.  Whoſoever at any time 
departs from the Church of his own accord, 
ſeems to have reeetved: the ſentence of con. 
demnation ( adat if you pleaſe, the condem-' 
nation of Schiſme+,* which-yet 57 not [aid 
nor named.) But*where doth he ſay; or give- 
you toſufpett that no other are ſchiſmaticks, 
but ſnch>as depart of their en accord, and” 
ſuch as are condemned. by their own conſci-+ 
ence ? That onely-whith St: Hierome doth 1 
ſay there-, or - any where elfe", That onely* | 
monght by his- authority be alledgedby you, & 
70-i1mprove your ſaying tobe a true defini- 
iow. But that which St.' Hierome ſaves, 
- ſpeaks nothing to-that at all , unleſs uni-" 
"DERLTI - verſall_. 
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from the-Fathers defended. 137 
verſall affirmatives were in any Logick 
argumentatively. convertible \ by  fimple 
converſion ; "(hoc elt) in- plain: ſpeaking, 


he wleſſe it followed., that becauſe every 
| ** particular Church is a company of men, 
thereforeevery company of men is a par 

- ticular Church : or \becanſe all {| atho- 


l1ques are men., therefore ali men are{ a» 
tholiques. Then iared it might alſo 'fols 


 - tow, that as every arfinition 38 a propoſition, 
fo every prepoſitron would be a definition, - 


{and then yours wenld be one too) which 
the Philoſopher [ayes. would be: ſtrange, 
Metaphyſic. lib. 7, cap. 4*-Tevits 20p.ds 
$121 01 Avy01 opot- What St. Cyprian' and 


£t. Hierome /ayes, you know, and any man 


ay fee, that our definiti-n in the firſt part 
of it, as expreſly and nniver(ally ſayes 4s 


_ Jotirs, and theſe your grounds, your authors 


 migbttruly-and ſolidly be brought by 1 4t 


any time { but not ag ain#t you, for there is 
no need nor by you againſt us ; for tis com- 
montow both} taconfirm ihe firſt part of 
onr definition. But yen, who place the 
whole definition of Schi/me un that ,- ſhanld - 
bring fume authours that (ay, Not that all 
who voluntarily ſeparates themſelves from. 
the Church are Schiſmatiques , but that 
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all Sehiſmatiques are thoſe, which valunt a- _ 


rily ſeparates themſelves from the Church, 
and not theſe which voluntarily and attive- 
ty ſeparate others unjuſtly from the 


(rnereb , for their keeping due Catholique -* 


Communion. 1-4 


Neat as. to that Reverend Perſon Dr. 
Hammonds: werds, you {at ſoon diſcern, 
that be makes nothing for your. acfinition,or 
for your negation , that voluntary attive 
thruſting others out unjufily from the 
Chareh , for their kgeping due and. Caths- 


Communion t Schiſme, For ſee 


him in that very Book, cap. 9. pag. 166. 


* T.be only hinderances that interpoſe and 
© obſtrutÞ the defired freedom of *xternall 
< Communion, are wholly imputable tothe 
* Ronuaniſfs, { and how proves be thu ?) 
Firſt, ſaith -be , their excommunicating, 
awd: ſeparating from their eAſfemblies, 


* ell that ' maintain (ommunion withthe 
** (burch of England; which we know 
'* was done by Bull from the Pope about the 
*: tenth year of Queen Elizabeth (before 
< which time, rhoſe Engliſh which had not 
 ** zoned in our Reformation , might "and 


<< did come to onr Aſſemblies and were ne- 


* ver after rejetted by us , but upon their 
aVowe 


*" ”, 


| 


from the Fathers aefended. 


© that it 1s vifibly conſequent, that we-that 
were Cait out cannoi be [aidto ſeparate; 


be ** a»d cap. 10. pag. 169, 170, 171. The 
| *** Fewiſh Chriſtians we know judged and 


© damned all that world not, 6c. eAnd 
©* che ike height Diotrephes, ec. a f1d 
© mbether the Remaniſs, cr we are this 
© guilty, will ſoon be diſcernible. tf Sts 
* Cyprians rule be trve (who had as well 
** {aith heconfidered the nature of Schiſm, 


© and as diligently armed the (briftians of 


* bay age againſt it, and given 14 45 ſwre 


- © rulerro judge by in thi matter; as any} 


* that 824)! 14t: maintain any differeonch 


| © in opinion ageinit other Chrifpians, wait 


© if they wil avoid the evill of Schi/me, 
<< manage it with this temper , Neminem 
* damnantes, neminem' a, Communigne 
* noftr3 arcentes. Never condemns any, 
* nor forbid them our (ommunion.; then 
* #4 the Schiſmve ( becauſe the uncharita- 
& bleneſſe) on their parts, not on ors. Thus 
*& farre he. \ And in the very place out. of 
the Doftour, which you cite Dag. 13.308 
may eafily diſcern , That Dr. Hammond, 
even there doth net oppoſe the voluntary 
ſeparating ones ſelf, to the _ 

epa- 
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ſeparating ; or thruſting others away wn 
juſtly from the (bucch, but' onely to the pale 


froe, unvoluntary being cut off, or ſepara- 


ted which he would have noted not to be a. 


Schiſme, and ſo would we. 


SH, "a6 + > NN 

- Concerning the authorities of St, Cy- 
prianand St. Hierome, in confirmation of 
our Dehnition', 'we now go- to ſhewa- 
Sain{twhart you 'anſwer , that they con- 
cain, (although not preciſely logicall and* 
formall; which are not, as you know,” to 
be expeced from the Fathers , who were” 
betters PoRorsof Chriſtianity then Ma- 
ters of Philoſophy) yer reall and virtu- 
all Defnitions ; thatis , containing the 
definitive Attributes or Predicates, that” 
is, the proper and efſentiall notion: of 
Schiſme', though applied by them ' to 
particular perſons , as occaſion required, 
and 'not' tothe whole ſpecies, &c, as-15 
preicribedby A4riftorle;, as ex. gr. If one 
fhould fay ,' Perrus eft animal rationale, 
Peter" is a reaſowable creature; though” 
this were no forall 4r;/torericall defini- 
tion, becauſe the ſubje& of it is not the: 
whole /pecies of mankinde, but one ſingle 
ITadividunm, or perſon contained under: 
it, 
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it, yet in effe it is a real. and yertuall de- 
Hnition of a man, becauls it contains in 
the predicate the ſpecificall totall notion 
of man, common to the whole /pecres,and 


= 'convertiblewith it. "Now we contend, 


' atque_ individu 


| thac the definitions cited by us out of 
 thoſetwoFathers, are of this nature , of 
real], or-virtuall definitions ; and that the 
attributes given in them to Schiſme, or 
Schiſmatiques, contain he provers ſpect= 
ficall, eſſentiall notion of Schilme. That 
this may appear clearly, ſome notanda 
are to be premiſed. It is therefore firſt to 
be-noted, that according to the doErine 
ofthe Orthodoxall ancient Fathers , the 
true Church of Chriſt cannot he divided 
within it ſelf , by that Schiſme whereof 
we. now: tfeat. This dorine is exprefly 
delivered by St. Cyprian. Epiſt. 12. ad 
Cornel. Et Eccleſia Catholsca una eſſe, 
ec ſcinds , nec ſcinds poſſe, monſtrata eſt. 
The Church, ſaith he, is demenſtzated to 
be one, and neither divided, nor can .be di- 
vided. And Epiſt. 6. ad Magnum. Forts 
enim non eſſe Eccleſiam , nec ſcinds adver- 
ſum [e aut SE poll e fed inſtparabils, 
omus wuntatenm Fenere.. 
The Church, ſaith he , is not without , nor 
C49 
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can it be cnt, or divided againſt it [elf, but 
holds the unity of an inſeparable and indi- 
viduall, or undivided hoſe. St. «Auſtin. 
Tom. 8. in Pfalm. 47. No in(ultent; 
Heretici in partes conciſi , non ſe txtollaw''* 
qui dicant, Ecce hic 1 Chriſta ecce itltc: 
EM dicit, ecce hic eff, ecce illic, ad partes | 
mancit, Onunitatem promiſer Deus: ve- | 
ges in unum collefts ſunt, ton per Schiſma- 
ta diffipata ſupt. Let not Hereriques di- 
vided into parts inſult , let them not extoll 
themſelves, who ſay, Behold (hrift 7s here, 
behold he 4 there. He who ſauh, Behold 
Þe ts here, behold he i there leads into 
paxyts.. God bath promiſed unity © the kings 
are gathered together into one , not diſſipa- 
ted, or Gerſon by Schiſmes. , 
Secondly, hence is to be noted, that all 
Schiſmatiques are out of the Church) and 
vite ſeparate from it, asa parc cut off, is 
ſeparate from the body. This isalfo the 
undoubted and conſtant doctrine of St. 
Cyprian, lib. 5. Epiſt. 6. ad magnum. cit. 
Schiſmaticos, V. 8. Novatianuum in eccle- 
ſtd non efſe , nec gregis paſtorem. That 
Schiſ/matiques were not in the Charch.v. 
8. Novatian, nor Paſtonr of the flock. $i 
autem grex unus eft, quomodo gregi con- 
wnme- 


' awmerari poteſ}, qui in numero fregee non 
_ oft. But, ſaith he, If the flockbe one, how 
can he be avnumerated to theflack,, who 3s 
 wotin the number of the flock. Ant paſtor 
i. haberi quomoas potefF , qui alieme fit &- 
proferus, Or how can he be efteemed « 
Patonr, who 1s become an alien, and a pro- 
fane perſon. Non babitans im dams Dei, 
id efb, eccl-fi6 Dei. Not dwelling in the 
_ of Ged, that 1,3nthe Church of God. 
Andit is moſt evident, that St. Cypriex 
was of this opinion; for it appears1n his 
works, that he held the Rebaptizationof 
thoſe who were baptized by Schiſma.. 
tiques, as well as by Heretiques , becauſe 
he eſteemed them both equally out of the 
Church, St. Cyprian. /ib. 2. Ep. 1. ad 
| Septianum. &-epiſt.9, ad eundem. And 
. Lucius a Caftragalba in-Concilio Cartha- 
ginenſs ſub Cypriano. Item Schiſmaticos 
201 poſſe condire ſapiertia ſpiritaals , cum 
ipſs ab ecclefia, que 1na et , recovendo in- 
fatnati contraris falli ſunt. Neither can 
Schiſmatiques ſeaſon with fpiritwall wif- 
dom, becauſe they being corrupted by rece- 
ding from the Church , become contrary or 
adverſaries. Which words deliver moſt 
clearly our definition of Schiſme : _— 
eſſe 


— 
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leſſe. a/{ Schiſmatiques \recede from the 
Church;this ſaying will neither have force 
nor-ſenſeinit: : +: |: " Þ 
'Thisis alſo taught moſt emphatically 
by St. Auſt. 1b. de unitat. Eccleſe cap.q. i: 
, far creaunt quidem , quod feſins 
Chriſt us ita, ut dittum eſt.tn carne venerit, 
& in eadem carne, in qua natus, & paſſus 
eft , reſurrexerit, & ipſe ſit filins Dei, Deus 
apud Deum, &Cc. Sitamen ab ejus corpore, 
quod eft Eccleſia, ita aiſſentiant, ut corum 
Communito nor fit cumtota quacunque dif- 
funditar, ſed in aliqua:parte ſeparata inve- 
natur, manifeftitm eſt , eos non eſſe in Ca- 
tholica Eccleſia, Whoſeever' believes that 
Feſus Chriſt, as is ſaid, is come'in fleſh, and 
that he roſe again in the ſame fleſh, wherein 
he was born and ſuffered, and that he ts the 
Son of God, and Goda with God,&Cc, Notwith- 
ſtanding if they diſſent ſo from hu body, 
which 1 the Church. that their communion | 
be not with the whole Church whereſoeverit } 
z diffuſed , but be found in ſome ſeparate 
part, it # manifeſt, that they are nt in the 
Catholique Church, Which words cannot 
be underſtood of any but Schiſmartiques, 
St. Fulgent. De fide ad Petrum.. cap. 38. 
Firmiſ[ime tene , & nullatenus dubita non 
folum 


> 
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folum omnes Pagans, ſed etiam omnes 7u- 
deos, Hereticos, & Schiſmaticos, qui ex- 
tra Ecclefiam Catholicam, preſentem fint- 
. ant vitam , in ignem eteruumituros , &C. 
* Believe moſt firmly , and doubt not at all, 
that not onely all Pagans, but alſo all Fews, 
Heretiques and Schiſmatiques , which end 
their lives out of the Catholique Church, 
ſhall go into eternall fire, 

Thirdly, it is to be noted, that the holy 
Fathers mention onely two wayes, where- 
by ſuch as were once united to the true 
viſible Church , and ſtill remain under 
the denomination of Chriſtians, ceaſe'to 
be parts of the ſaid Church ; the one by 
being caſt out of it by the cenſure of Ex- 
communication, and the other by going 
out of their own accord by diſobedience, 
pertinacy, difſention, faQion, and ſpiri- 
cuall rebellion againſt their lawfull Eccle- 
ſiaſticall ſuperiours, or the whole Church. 
Thus St. Hierome, Comment. in Epiſt. ad 
Titum, cap. 3. cited by us, Propterea ve- 
70 a ſemetspſo dzcitur eſſe damnatus ( He- 
reticus ) quia Fornicator, Adulter, Homi- 
cida, & cetera vitia, per Saceraotes de Ec- 
clefia propelluntur , Heretici autem in ſe- 
metipſos ſententiam dicunt ſ#uo arbitrio ab 

H Ecclt- 
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Eccleſia recedendo. Therefore he (iT. an 
Heretique ) ts ſaid to be condemned of him- 
ſelf, becauſe a Fornicatoar , an Adulterer, 

| a Murtherer, and the reſt of VICES, AYE Cx 
| pelled from the Church by the Prieſts, bat 
| Heretiques pronounce a ſentence againſt 
themſelves , receding from the Church of 
their own, accord. St. Cyprian alſo, Epiſt. 

4.0. cited for our deiinition, Pena JHAS 
meruerunt perpenderunt , ut a nobis non 
ejeft ultra ſe ejicerent, de eccleſia (ponte ſe 
pellerent. They payed the puniſkment which 
they deſerved, that ro. having been caſt out 
by us, of their. own accord they eaſt-out them- 
ſelves, they voluntarily expelled themſelves 
from the Charch. And. lib. 1. epiſt. 6. ad 
Aagnum. . Hic enim qui reus fibs erit, non 


ab (Piſeops CfeT,, ſeg ſponte ae eccleſia 14 


diomiat, F or this mas, whos ms, not 
caft out by the. Biſhep, but of, his: 629A accord 
a fugitive frim. the Church, _ through 
herericall reſumption. cc demned of him 
ſelf. And St. Anſtin PA ak, that of ex- 
communication., G6b,. 11... Qucfion,.cap.. 
3. OX Ayguſtigo, era. c de. Perdis Apoſtles, 
I 4, On. Chriſtiepms Uh, .CX COMMU RIEA> 
tur, Satang traditar.c. Komeda.?\ Srilicet- 

77 quia 
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quia extra Ecclefiam eff Diabolus, ficut in 
Ecelefa' Chriſtus : Ar per hoc quaſi Dia- 
bolotraditur , qui-ab Ecclefie communione 
remouernrn, Onde tlles;" ques Aprtcitts Sa- 
tank traditos (6 predivar eſſe excommuni= 
catos demonſtrat. Bwery Chriſtian who 1s 
excommunicated, is aetivered up to Sathan 
How that? Tow, becauſe the Devifl is 
without: the Church, as Chriſt*i5 in the 
Church Autbby thes hes,” us it were, de 
liutrd txirhs Devil; whiſotwer 55 retho-' 
ved fron the Communitn of the Chavch. 
Whenoe' the-” Apoſtle demonſtrates thoſe 
to be\ excommunicated , whons he pro- 
notences th bei delivered: to -Satan.' And 
theother oÞ!;/eparating themſelves from 
the Church he treats: Tom 9. de Symbols 
lib, 2. cap. 5. Hereſes omnes della exi- 
erunt-(ſtilicet Eccleſia) tanquam Sare 
menta inatilia de vite preciſe, ipſaauten 
rant ini fua'radice;; ports iaferorum non 
whicent tam: All hereſfies' hawewone''onr uf 
hey (that1#s>rhe Church) ac- uwprofitable' 
brasches 48 off from the vines but ſpe (the 
Ghavch)):remains3nihes root ,” the gates of 
hell hall not overcome her. . | + 

- (Fonnthly,,wenote;; thattthe' Orthodox 
anciehtFathers; who remained'inthe uni- 
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ty of the Catholique Church (and ſpeak. 


not in wrath and anger, as Firmiliay did 
againſt Stephen, whileſt he ( Firmilian) 


peritien in his errovr,” and under the cen-. 
{ure. of excommunication)'-neyer. made. -: 


the leaſt. mention, that every voluntary 
thruſting, and ſeparating others , without 
ſaffictent cauſe from the Communion of the 
one Body of Chriſt (as you expreſle your 
ſelves.in your detinition) makes him who 
thus ſeparates others, ceaſe to be a part 
or member of. the true viſible : Church, 
But the faid ancient Fathers contented 
themſelves with the two. forelaid wayes 
of ceaſing to be members of the Church, 


and.-we- deſire , that the places whierein: 
they mention this third-of yours ,:be pars; 


ticularly cited, 


We notefifchly , That all the ſaid Fa- 


thers agree, and you with them, that he, 


who is ſeparated from. the Church by any 
Excommunication. whatſoever. becomes: 
not by vertueof that ſole excommunica- . 


tion, or ſeparation, a Schiſmatique ; and 
that conſequently formall.:Schiſme con- 


ſiſts not in that , but they contrarily af- 


fhem;,as you alſo: acknowledge, that who- 


the 


ſoev;r ſeparates himſelf voluntarily from - 
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the Church -isat leaft aSchiſmarique. - 
Theſe Netandun:*s ſuppoſed , we infer 
our intended conſequence, that whenſo- 
ever che Fathers ſay, that any one ſepa- 
rates himſelf voluntarily fromthe whole 
Church , they intend to prove thereby, 
that he commits: formall Schiſme'; and 
that' the true notion: 6f- Schiſme'conſiſts 
in this alone : For if every Schiſmatique 


be out of the body! of the Catholique 


Church, and ſeparate from ir, as wepro- 
ved-in\ our: ſecond :Neraxdum , and that 
there is no way to. be ſeparated from the 
Church, but either by Excommunication, 


. or. voluntary ſeparation of ones ſelf , as 


we proved in our third Notandum, and 
that ' ſeparating made by Excommunica- 
tion is nat Sc ime (71 A815! pr oved: inthe 
fourth Notzndbm: it followes! evidently; 
That'Schiſme eſſentially mult be a vlan- 
tary ſeparation of anes-ſelf from the whole 
true viſible Charch. of Chrift \, which is 


or definition, and confequently that St. 


Gypriknand bt, Hierome cixed by us;fay- 
iop, "That Schiſmatiques :ſeparate: them; 
ſelves from the Church ,: foxre, volunta- 
rily.,: delivered in thoſe wordsthe proper 
notion, and definitive efſentiall. artri- 

:5h93 i butes 
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butes of Schiſme, and ſo: gave in them 
a reall andwvirtuall definition - of Schiſme, 
and not a ſole true propoſition retated to 
it, as: you pretend ;\-which 41s all wen- 
tended : And by this, the whole ſubſtance 
of your Anſwer: to-thoſe two. Authorj- 
Lies 15 enervated and: madeof noforce, 

which willinever be: of force apainſt our 
definition, till you Þave efficaciouſly'pro- 
ved, that your third way of ceaſing to be 
a member of the true Church, viz. By 
canſeleſſe, Excommunication: of 'ethens., - vs 


the:conſtant :DoGtrine : of 'the. Ancient. 


Orthodox Fathers :, which you. have-riot 
yet done, nor (as wereally conceive) will 
ever beable todo. i toon 0 hn 
Beſide theſe general and undeniable de- 
duRions, itis moſt manifeſt, that St.” Hit» 
rome-in the- place cited. by us, defines 
Schiſme.. For-he [ſayes thus, Cermm 
nullum $chiſma non {ibs aliquam confingit 
hereſim,ut rette ab Eccleſia receſſiſſe vis 
deatur. But every Schifise (to witin the 
progreſſe of it,: hengh not inthe: begin-+ 
ning, as he there affipms) feipns ſore He- 
*fie , tha: wu may ſeem to have prjo ly ne- 
_ fram:the Charck, /Vhieh 11/w 
poles evidently, that every Sc _ 
| cedes, 


Wy) 
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cedes, or divides it felf from the Church : 
for if every. one did not: ſo recede, 


Aome Schiſme might þe found , which la- 


boured not to jullifie its receſſion from 
'the Church , by framing of Hereſies, to 
wit, thoſe which made no receſſion from 
it, But St. Hierome ſayes, That every 
Schiſme feigns ſome Hereſie for juſtifying 
that recefton ;; therefore he ſuppoſes,thart 
every Schiſme' recedes from the Church, 
and ſo makes Schiſme conyertible with 
that of receſſion. : 
To the words cited. by us out of Dr. 
Wy.) Hammond, you deny not that it is deliver- 
ed by him,as a proper definition of ſchiſm, 
Heithey indeed could you denyit with-any 
ſhew of probability, forthe -tayes expre(ſ- 
ly, The diftin&t motion of the wird 'Sthiſme, 
'ts a Voluntary ſeparating or reteding of any 
member from theunity of thebudy'; id oft, 
theChurch.of »Chrift, Bcc. / AH therefore 
| tharyouanſwer is, firſt, tharhe delivers 
- a contratydo@rine (conſonant , as you 
conceive to your definition, and difſonanc 
to'ours) in other places. Which ſeems to 
us's HKrainge: Kinde: of proor agaimit me 
Adverſcries of Dr. Hammond, as weil as 
yours. For what:force will it have againſt 
« | 'H1 4 us, 
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us, or our cauſe, if Dr, Hammond in diffe- 
rent places of his Book , deliver different 
and. difſonant doftrines,' which ſeems 
onely to diſcredit him, and brings no 
great creait to you, or your party : either 
therefore you muſt give ſome congruous 
ſenſe to the words cited by us, that they 
may agree with the others cited by you, 
which you have not done; orall you fay, 
will demonſtrate, that Dr. Hammond 
ſpeaks contrarieties , which isnothing to 
our difficulty. Now if Dr. Hammond in- 
clude the ſeparation of others mentioned in 
your definition , 'in thoſe other places by 
you cited, you muft not onely ſay,he con- 
cradicts himſelf, but that this his definiti- 
oncired by us , is as defetive as you pre- 
tend ours to be. For here he ſayes ex- 
preſly , that the-diſtin& notion of the 
word Schiſme , is a voluntary dividing 
himſelf from the Church of God, as we 
do; and on the other ſide, he makes no 
more mention of dividing others from 
the Church cauſeleſly in this his definiti- 
on, then we do in ours : if therefore you 
pretend ours to be- an imperfect definiti- 
on, for wanting that clauſe of yours, you 
muſt, 2 paritate rationzs,Srant,histo be an 

jy 
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imperfect definition for the ſame want. 
But the truth is , that as Dr. Hammond 
hath | delivered a perfe& and penyine 

>. defitiition of Schiſme , ſohe neither con- 

tradiftedit, nor added your faid clauſe, 
as an eſſential! formality of Schiſme, in 
the places by you cited. 

This TI prove. In the place Chap.g. pag. 
166. he ſayes onely, that our excommu- 
nicating and ſeparating fromour Aﬀem- 
blies, thoſe ' of the' Engliſh Proteſtant 
Church, makes the caſe of Engliſh Pro- 

} teſtants ſuch, that they who are thus caſt 

+) out, cannot be faidto ſeparate: which 

though'it-were admitted for the preſent, 
fayes nothingat all-of that'excommuni- 
- cating, or caſting out, to be an eſlentiall 
formality of Schiſme, but onely a reaſon 
toexcuſe you from voluntary Schiſme , 
which are very. different. The ſecond 
place cited by you, Cap. 10. pag.169,170. 
proves as little as: the former, forſpeak- 
. Ingof that judging or deſpiſing of others 
inthe Jewiſh and Gentile Chriſtians,con- 
tained in the words which you alledge, 
| hHeſayesfirſt, Either of which was, if net 
| farmall Sthiſme, yet ſoon improveable into 
| it, Where he of purpoſe profeſſes not 
F0 | WY -| 
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tO determine. politively., that either of 
them were formally Schilme, and efteems 


of more ocxhul BY rm > them dhicga 


"5 a — + » 


be «re noir "4 Bay Apoſtles > Fi vg 
which ſeging,zx ipſouates conrempragd 
rejetion.af--;A Authority, 
wonld.. indeed improve Juch\ afts ;into 
Schiſme , as we have already granted in 
Diatrepher. To the inference drawn from 
theimiſjakenwords.of $t. Spies: dy Nr. 
Hammond , { as we have alread y oemed 
from. St-..;4:fins Authority.).'T 
Schiſme:;(becanſe; the A kleneſe vo is 
9n Jour: parts, nat: on ours... 1autwer, that 
thoſe, wordsare to; be underftpod cauſal. 
ly, not formally ;that is, that if therebe 
an Schiſme, the cauſe ofif is xo be jmpu+ 
 to-.u5, not. £9, you: Naw: hewhg, is 
—_ of the Adultery.4 ot angther, cannar 
therefore be formally termed: an: 


terer,; 85, alſp for. the ſame 'reafop.,. he 


whoiecaule of. anothers rr reds | 


de therefore; properly 4ermed 1aahi 
a 'For af that * jadging end defpiing 
QLAEIS 
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others was not determined by Dr. Ham- 
04d to be formall Schiſme , he cannot 
be ſuppoſed with any conſequence of 


' DoErine,to determine here,that it makes 


us formally Schiſmatiques, To what you 
laſtly ſay, That Dr. Hammozd in his de- 
finition cited by us,oppoſes not vo/untary 
ſeparating ones ſelf,to the voluntary ative 
ſeparating, or thruſting others away uu- 
j4ſtly from the Church, but onely to the 
paſſive, involuntary being cat cff., or ſepa- 
rated, which you defire ſhould be noted : 
weanfwer, That it imports' nothing to 


-what he oppoſes it , for the ,perfeRion of 


his definition ,, of conſonance with ours, | 
lo long as. he frames a- full and/ formal! 


. definition of Schiſme, withour inchidins 


that your- active ſeparation of:6thers:; 
which atuall incluſion you eſteem necel- 
fary to a competent definition of Schiſm , 
and which he would haye noted ot ro be 
neceſſary, and ſo would we. 


SrEEemT. 
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| Sxzcr. 2, 


Mere Authorities of the holy Fathers, ci- . 
red to confirm the Definition of the Ca- : 
tholique Diſputants. 


C. 34. 

O confirm our Definition, we adde 
the Authorities of the firſt and la- 

er Ages. | 
St, Cyprian. Epiſt. ad Florentium Pa- 
pianum, Epiſt.69. In which Epiltle he re- 
prehends Pxpianms for his inſolency ,, Er 
quia fecit ſe Epiſcopum Epiſcops, and 
proves himſelf a holy Catholique by his . 
Communion with the Church, and with 
the chief Paſtour, and demonſtrated 
Schiſme by the contrary. Inae ſchiſmata 
& Hereſes oborte ſunt & oriuntur, dum 
Epiſcoprms, qui unui eſt & Eccleſia preeſt, 
ſuperbi quorundam preſumptione contemni- 
rur, & homo asguatione Dei honoratins, in- 
dignus hominibus judicatur, From hence 
ariſe Schiſmes, when the Biſhop that 15 one, 
and who iz the Governoar of the Church, us 
contemned by the proud preſumption of ſome, 
and the man of God honunred by him, us diſ- 
honoured by mer. Here the nature of 
Schiſme 
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the Catholiques definitios. 157 
Schiſme is ſtated to be a preſumptuous 
departure from Communion with the 


Head, or principal member of the Church 
of Chriſt, that is, from the whole Church. 


:  ForSt. Cyprian addes in the ſame Epiltle, 


Scire debes Epiſcopum in Eccleſiaeſſe, && + 
Eccleſiam in Epiſcepo. Epiſt. ad Rogatia- 
num Ep. 65. De ſuperbo Diacono. 

Hec ſunt enim wmitia Hereticorum , &- 
ortus &. conatus Schiſmaticorum, male co- 
gitantium, ut fibi placeant, ut prepoſituns 
[a + pos tumore contemnant ;_ fic de Eccle- 
fa receditar, fic Altare profanum fors col- 


 lecatar, fic contra pacem Chriſti, & ardina- 


tionens & unitatem Dei rebellatur. Theſe 
are the origine of. Heretiques and Schiſma- 
tiques, who to pleaſe themſelves , contemu 
the preſident of the Church , and ſo rebel 


| againſt the peace of Chriſt , and theordina- 


1191 and unity of God. Andintheentrance 


| { of the ſame Epiſtle, he com pares Schiſma- 


tiques unto Corah, Dathax , and Abiram, 
who ſeparated themſelves from the Com- 
munion of the Jews and their high Prieft 
Aaron. What can theſe words import 
leſſe, then our definition, that Schiſme is 
a voluntary ſeparation from the- body of 
Chrifts Church ? 

cr Epiſt, 
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'Epiſt. 55. 44 Corntlidim. Negue \euin 
altunde Hereſes oborte ſunt, aut nata ſunt 
Schiſmata quam tmae quod Sacerdoti Dei 
non obremperatar, nec unn in Eccleſia Dei. mu 
ad temps Sucerdos , * & ad terpns: Frere * | 
wice Chriſts copitatur + Cu i ſecundum 
magifteria Divina obtemperaret fraternitus | 
unverſa, nemo udverſnm Sacerdotum col- 
leginm quidquam moveret.--- Nemo diſſi- 
Ao nnvtatis Chrifts : Ecclefiam ſcindeyer. 
Hereſies and - Schiſmes <canmt.' otherwiſe 
ſprint but from hence + That the high:Prieft 
of God 15 not obeyed;one Prieft in the place of | 
Chriſt is not received as fmage. ' Towhom (| 
sf the whole fraternity of | Chriftians*would | 
ield obedience, mo mun would contend 'with 
\rhe-colledge of Prizfts 110 man by aeparation = 
of yunity would divide the Charch of Chriſt. 
In'theſe epiſtles, and diverſe more, (as in 
his epiftle to' Cornelis. De fortunato &- 
feliciſſmms, and others): St. Cyprian ever- 
More: comprizeth the notion of: Schiſme 
withir the terms of onr defrieion's: That | 
irwasia preſumptnous, 'vohmatary,' perti. | 
nacious 4///inm ;'or ſeparation fromthe |/ 
Unity-of the Church} ;/a voluntary ſepara. | 
tive} from'thechiefpaſtons, Bifhop/Head | 
of the Church of Chriſt , and frour Toms 
Ee mUunionn 
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the Catholiques wefunrtny. AI59 
munion with that Body , of which he was 
Head. And cerrajnly, where ſo:many ca- 
ſes of Schiſme, fipm the Novarians , were 
y SE ent, As.1n $e, 6 rg time, that 
*.Schilmatiques;wers 0008 K.is 
more, then probabſe = | 


conan or "Head - ne Church, 
or from the. Church in. Communion Kieh 
him. 

T6 make i it evidenzbeyond; exception, 
that Schiſme ampng che anciqnt; Fathers, 
inits. notion, ſenſe, eſſence} agdipecitiog! 
nature , was ſufficiently. expreſſeg.lin jour 
definition, it will appear Bog St. Auſtin, 
in; Nut diſpatations- _——_ ths: oem 
WHO\WEre QQUDLiQUS UCL +4 
he fed apap n rage: ma 


—_ themſelves. Kramabhounityt of-bae 
Church, 
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Church , but who aQtively ſeparated 
others, by caſting forth, thruſting forth, 
excommunicating, or what you'will., all 


except their pars Donati, yet even theſe, 
and all other Schiſmatiques; St. 2ſtiz al- * 


tion. : 

St. Azſtin. lib. 20. contra Fanſtum, cap. 
30. Schiſma eſt cadem opinantem,& eodem 
rity bolentem' 1u0 cettri, ſold congregationrs 
deleftari difſidio, which is our definition : 
Schiſme is a voluntary a:ſid:am, or ſepa- 
ration from the congregation, viz. of the 
- Church. | KU Mi; 
/- St; Anſtin. lib. 4. contr. Donatiſt as.cap. 

14.' Nam & cetera omnia vera” vel cen- 
ſeatrs, vel habeatis, & in cadem ſeparatione 
tamen duretu , contra vinculum fraterne 
pacts, adverſus unitatem omnium fra= 
tir#m,- | Thus he ſtates' the Schiſme of 
the Donatifts; if ye continne in/ſeparation 
apgainft the” bond of Brotherly 'peace, 
and:the- Unity of all Brethren of 'the 

' Lib. 2. contr. Donatiſtas cap. 6.- Re- 
ſponaete', quare ves ſeparaſtts ? quaye con- 
ira orbem terrarmm Altare' ereviſtss? 
quare now communicaſtts Ecclefws ? Re- 

| ſponaere 


wayes comprehended under our defini- 


| 
' 
' 
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ſpondete, quare ſeparaſtis ? propterea certe 

ne malorum communione periretis," Qu 

| modoergo non perierunt Cyprianus & col- 

a lege ejus ? quare ab innocentibus ſepara _ 

| **ſta ? Sacrilegium Schiſmatis veſtrum de- 
fendere noy poteſtis, The holy Father di- 
ſputing againſt Schiſmatiques asks them, 
as we may, 4 pars, ask Proteſtants-, Why 
have you ſeparated your ſelves ? Why have 
Jou eretted an Altar againſt the whole 
world? Anſwer me, why did you ſeparate ? 
certainly you ſeparated, leſt you ſhould pe- 
riſh in the communien of the wicked : how 
then aid not Cyprian and his. Colleagues 
periſh ?...... - 4cf; exohice ws 
Here Schiſme is defined by way of que- 

_ ſtion. Why did you ſeparate ? Why did you 
ereft an Altar againſt -the whole world ? 
Why did you not communicate with the 
Churches ? that. is, Why are. you Schiſ- 
matiques? As we may propoſe: to Prote- 
ſtants, whom we hold Schiſmatiques; 
Why did you ſeparate your ſelves > Why 
have you ereRted an Altar againſt. the - 

whole world of Chriſtians > Why did you 

1 .-not communicate. with the Churches? 

For doing all this you are condemned of 
Schiſme, 
- Now 
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Now to our . preſent; conference, the 
-exceptions propoſed by:you in your dett- 
-nition are impertinent ;'For-asthe Con- 
troverſie: was throughly decided by 'St, 
Anſtin againſt the Donatiſts, in provin 
that they did ſeparate, they did erect an 
. Altar,a' Religion: apainſt' that profeſſed 
{itn the-whole world, they didniot com- - 
-municate with'the:Churches,, yea,idid{e- 
parate , becauſe they ſhould otherwife 
periſh with wicked 'Charches ; -the Con- 
clufion was good againſt the Donatiſts, 
Therefore ithey were Schiſmatiques': fo 
*which of our parties cauld have charged / 
juſtly upon the other, Tox ſeparated yorir 
ſelves', yy erefted 'an Altar, 'a Religion 
"which was not then extant inthe Churches, 
you ſeparated from all Churches, you ſepa- 
wated, "left you fſhoutaperiſh inthe correpti- 
"01 'of os '#nivverſall Church, _ ch\the 
Suints of Gol cortd not periſh, That par 
focharged, and juſtly ? had been like 
tica!!,:and their Church, which was all 
intended bythe queſtion, Therefoteyour 
'exceptions to: our Deſinitton , "and yotir , 
defence of theni have been rather witt | 


then pertinent, rather'to expreſs Lopicall 
and Metaphyſicall Curioſities, then folid 
Fun- 
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:Fundamentall ' 'Tth'' in \rhis' material 


-point''of Sehiſme! 'WH& we' once more 
-offer- to' your: felves'and the Auditory, 


x: whether ic be not more-congruous'and 


*Aarisfying-, to proceed in the cohviction 
-of 'Schiſmatiques by the method of Saint 
 Alflin ad St!Cyprizir by their eyidenviall 
demonſtrative ok of Sthilme; then by 
adhering to'ſome 'Niceties;'or 6ther 1.4- 
-titudes , or ſchiſmaticall ARQs: which 
either wall beinvolved in! our Definition, 
-Or enough; or as'much will bein our De- 
finitios,” as 45 inthe Fathers"! For the 
convincifig of Schiſmatiques of thefirlt 
Ages. Bat T/provecd;'”: 73 932 2022301 
<1 Ye, Auſtin, Fib.3:\contra- Donatiff eap's. 
N 0F Sraque," #t Hicere ceperam,' in nEccleſſe 
Hllins Communiont (een. Ants = «od 
pbonlortcy Mme apirtir 2 

Mg hippies | ee Set nts Cy: 
Prianum , & th univerfithrem fenilieer 
Agebatir.” We art ſecure 4h the' commmu- 


*; that" Chimob? whoſe 1nivesſh 
—_— Ln Ys Woke 


hat 2 0% AE which'ws ; =_ 
e ni verulieg,* borhe foe Aghipd 

{i "berwern Wprippinis' and [2 'prian. 

Plura habet in eodem Capite. * 'St. Auſtin 


- IIREY and othersiti wy" 
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with bim,to be, ſafe,and'»o Schiſmatiquers 
becauſe they communicated with that 


pins, and between his time and Cyprians 


univerſality of Chriſtians before - Agrip- ] 


and with the univerſality of the preſent * 


Church. The Donatiſts did not fo, but 
ſeparated themſelves from that body ; 
ergo , they were Schiſmatiques. And 
whereas it may be replied, that you never 
intended to deny ſuch to be Schiſma. 
tiques who ſeparate themſelyes, &c. but 
that ſome other acts may. be,. and. are 
. ſchiſmaticall, beſide thoſe whereby a man 


| 


ſeparateth .himfelf; and ſo St. -Auſtine | 


allegations are true, -byt-.not againſt us. 
We affirm, thatit ſeems incredible to us, 
that ſo learned a perſon as St. Auſtin, 
$killed .in the Logicks:of. Ar;totle ,. and 
- having to. do with learned wits, Petilian, 


_Emeritus , Creſconiys..the Gramaraian, 


in his 13. and 14. Books againſt them, 
ſhould almoſt in. every.Chapter inſiſt up- 
onour Definition onely, as it is interms, 
hadir been inſufficient as you averre, and 
not.at. all upon -your additionall excepti- 
en:-.\urely it appeared to:him, that ſuch 
an af was either involved in the terms 
.of his Argument; whereby he alwayes 

| proved 


: 


E 


the Catholiques definitions, 165. © 
5> | provedthem Schiſmatiques, viz. by their 
© | ſeparating themſelves from the body of 
>- | theChurch, or thatit was an AR ſome- 
, gp ner occaſional onely of Schiſme, ſome- 
1 *times conſequential, never formal Schiſm, 
zz | but by ſome conjunRive formality an-- 
. | nexedtoit. 
d \ © Lib. 7. contra Donatift, cap. ultimo. 
r | Urae Cyprianus, & qui cum eo: ſenſerunt, 
1- | Catholice Ecclefie, quam" nolutrint previ® 
it | dere, non poturrint preſcriberes | Quod 
'e | veroaliter non ſapntirinr, non expaveſci- 
n | mK, quiacum es veneramur & Petrim. 
'& | Quod vero ab unitate Eccleſia non receſ- 
s. | ſernnt, gaudemm,quia enm ers 4dificamur 
s, | #m Patra... Cyprian and thoſe who were 
;, | of bi opinion, contd not preſcribe to'\that- 
= Church, which they wonld not 'devides 
'9, | Thar they thought otherwiſe then the 
1, - | Church, we yet venerate them and Pe- 
1, | ter. Thatthbey would not: ſeparate from 
- | tha unityof the' (hnrch, we rejoyce, bucauſe 
5, | with them we are built upon the Rock. 
d | Bythis Argument of ſeparatingfrom the 
i- , unity of the Church,” the Donatifts were 
h {| Schiſmatiques, but St. Cyprian, that held 
sS T ->mbid:2. | ratio 


| 


166: Aon Futbere tited. for 
ratio fwct , ſed maximme fron, quod rs; 
velnt camMmunnen cauenter,; [ri ab ung 


| Pajnabedefiey, CR Han 
funditurſepat 1Thirewannoranuſe; 


Arno Ron mauneſs } that: they: 


cammunionss | ſhould: ſeparate themſilues 


from the unity of the ('hurch, through the 
whale earth. This isSchiſmen its proper 
and-known « Rive ſpeeiticallys 
this we-ſh an{ſt-; Sw ich\of us) 
asslie Davatilts id, haveſeparated our 
ſelves from the unity.of the- Glutels of 
thewhole-carth:.. ( {2 
Lib. ad*Donrt:puſs Col avionems. - Quiſe 


quizergy ah bs faerit 
- fe ef tere,\ quad 
Yera &v oc ce | 
unitate\ fwerit ſejunitelrsgnon babe 
\ i048, Glee Dekdmani [nper ipſuns. 
Whoever #1 ſeparated ofram w the. Catho» 
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parated: 09 6 mne of men 0 ee 
Are wn life; ut the wrath: of 'God u'(lepeid. 
ers that:39% becauſerhe.is-ai Schifma« 
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the Catholiques definition. 167: 
Schiſme; and.certainly as. he, giveth the 
full: notion: of Hereſie , ſo he gives the 
full and-;compleac -notion and eflence of 
Schiſme; otherwiſe he could: not: com- 
Pleatly diſiinguiſls them/, - in» regard 'of 


their vicinity; in.that every Heretique.is 


a Schiſmatique, although every Shiſma- 
tiqueis notan-Heretique.; and: alſo- that 
in time every Schiſmatique wiltbe-an He- 
retique, according to St, Hierome. He 
therefore muſt difference them eſſential- 
ly, in theif compleat and eſſentiall no. 
tions; and yet he exceeds not our de- 
finition. 
Heretici de Deo fallo ſentrndo ip/ans 
fidem violant. 
| Schiſmatics diſceſſionibus iniquy a fra- 
ternd charitate diſſuliunt , quamvis ea cre- 
dunt, que credimus, And tothis agreeth 
the peFather, Libr. Queſt. Evangelic. 
in Mattheum,cap.11. Solet queri,Schi(- 
matici quid ab Hereticu diftent ; & hos 


 inveniri. quod Schiſmaticos non fides di- 
| verſa facit, ſed communionts diſrupta 
| ſocietas. To ſeparate from communion 


is the formall and ſpecificall eſſence, and 
ſo the definition of Schiſme. 

We could multiply the expreſſions 

| tne 
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the Fathers, both Greek and Latine, who | 
ever treating upon Schiſme,conceive they. J - 

licated the nature and eſſence of | 
Schiſme very fully , when they uſed the 4. 
termes of: our Definition , as you may” P*: 
ſee in St. Baſil. Canon. ad Amphilochi- 
xy, and St. Bernard. But this evidence 
for us from the Ancients is ſufficient, as 
we Conceive. | 
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Some Anthorities of later Aath mrs, cited 


| A , 1H Confirmation of the ſaid De fint4on. | 


C. 35- 
TE ſhall fall down:to the'Divines 
- V Y. of the laſt 400.: years; fome of 
which lived before this laſt Schiſme, were 
both good Cattioliques and Ariſtotelians; 
and preſent to: the view of all indifferenc 
and learned perſons, whether we had nor 
reaſon to ;give our Definition as we:did, 
and to-maintain it: without any alterati- 
on: We onely:adde, that inSt. Gregories | 
dayes, the form of Subfcription, whereby 
Heretiques and Schiſmariques proteſted 


againſt Schiſme, was as followeth. 11! | 


©: Libi-20; Epiſt. Epi30. Sub mei-ordins 
caſs: ſpondeo © Anathematss oblatione\ at 
que promito tibs ;" & per te: Santto:'Petro 
Apoſtolorum prencips ,, atque tjus Vicario 
Beatiſſimo Gregorio , vel ſucceſſoribus 


 ipfns, me nunquam quorumlibet ſuaſioni- 


butguel -quocunque alio modo ad Schiſma, 
« que, miſericordiarredemptoris nſtri libe- 
rante, ereptus ſum,reverſurum, ſed ſemper 
(03 I me 
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me in unitate ſanite Eccleſie Catholice, 
communione Romani Poitificrs per omnia 
permanſuram., From this Subſcription 
we frame this Dilemma : either it was a 
* fulfrenunciation of Schiſme, or not , if it .” 
' was not, St.Gregory underſtod not the na- 
ture of Schiſme : if it was,then our defini- 
tionis complear ;” where: he promiſed to 
abide ir, or not to-ſeparatefrom the Uni- 
ty of the Catholique Church, -and Com- 
munion with theRoman Biſhop. | 
If. ſome of theſe Authorites ſeem not 
to ſay exprefly , That every <chitme is a 
ſeparation of axes elf from theCharch, 
but :onely that all ſuch [ſeparations -are 
<chiſmes ,; which you -granr'; you ma 
pleaſe to, conſider... firſt, the continua 
mentioning of ſuch aſeparation amongtt 
the holy: Fathers ; » when. they ſpeak of 
Shiſme; their conſtant” proving others to 
be Schifmariques;; becaufe they: ſo ſepa 
rate. and-never giving any other formall 
reafon , ſaverhis , of becomming Schif- 
matiques;. nor ſo much as mentioning 
xours:;) Of vhrafting others mijuftly from 
the Churches communion ,-in-their.detinſs 
tions and deſcriptions of 'Schiſme::mno 
nor accifiog: ther Donatiſts tg have. be- 
. come 


for -rhe-Catholiques definition. 71 
IInny Schifmatiques;, 'by excln- 
ding thote of the Catholique party of 
thet times from - the true Church of 
7 « Chriſt;\(hecauſe rhey communicated: not 
* wichchem, nor baptized ſuch asrerurhed 
from Heretiques'to the Catholique'com- 
munion) bur efteerned' them fufficiently 
convinced of 'Schiſme, by their ſole ſepa- 
ration. of themſelves from the Commu. 
| nioa ofithe whole viſible Church, we 
| MAayiy ns furor conſider theſe: par- 
1 ciculars;andiv wilt plainly appear, that 
| rhey-conſticured ' the formall notion of 


Schiſine in.this ſole ſeparation , and - 
thing/elſe , and: withall we delire , 
þ would again calteo:minde; for the tie 
underſtanding theſe-and ſuch like Sen- 
cences'of \the Fathers | what we have al- 
| ready ſaid; and drawn from our Notande, 
| forclearing the like Sayings: of St, Cy- 
prian and St. Hierome. 
 Inour citatioeiofthe Schdol-men, An- 
dent or Modern. whereſverer thete is 
mettion'made of the' Supremacy of the 
2nopey Rome , and neceflity to live in 
y with him, and i in obedience to him 
by d 6F-thevigble: Chirch, to avoid 
ARSY were declare, that i neiher 
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is, nor -Was- our drift or- intention, to 
prove the Popes ſupremacy by thoſe teſti- 
monies in this preſent RD - AS Neb | 
ther being:the queſtion in hand, nor thoſe » 
authorities a ſufficient teſtimony againſt * 
our Adyerſaries. And we declare further, 
that we have no intention to ground the 
truth of our definition againſt our preſent 
Adverſaries in the {aid teltimonies, as ta- 

ken apart from-the former of the holy 
Fathers; but that which-we intend parts | 
cularly by citing | them, is firſt to: ſhew, | 


har our definition is not new, particular, 
orinyented by us, but ancient, common, 
and imbraced by .the generall conſent of 
Divines,of the former andJater ages; and 
F:condly ;'to;addea Ns 3 of Authori- 
Ty to; it, from theſe School-Authours, 
as they carry on. this Definition in 
unity and. correſpondence to theancient 
Fathers, i IT 2 WT TE 9 of BARE: 
© 155: $6i-Tho,Agqunas;: 2 

:. Schiſmatis peccarum, ſpetiale vitinm-of 
, Charitats oppoſitam s' quo quidanm. Chriſto, 
AC-egns vicario [ubeſſe renuunt, et membris. 
Eccleſia ei ſubjettis communitare recuſant. ? 
Schiſme is2 fin oppoſed:to chaxity,where- 
 by-chey refuſe to gbey Chnſand-bis De- 
4 £2 | puty, i 


(ny 


for the Cathaliques definition, 173; 
puty,and refuſe to:communicate with the: 
niembers of the'Church in Communion: 
with him. 22x Qs. 39. Art. f. In Cor- 
pee Queſtions. 

" Schiſmatict dicuntar, qui propria ſponte 
Eruntentione. ab Ecclefix unitate_ ſe ſe py 
7ant, que oft unitas proncipales. '. 

Alex. Alenſis. Quaſt.144. de Schiſ. 
 Schiſma eſt illicita ab. unitate_ Eccleſia 
diſſenſie. Schiſme isan unlawful diſſent- 
mg.from the.unity of the Church.-- He | 
addes,but it may be enquired, what kinde 

of departure thatis; which is Schiſme, for 

'tranſgreſſion, or contempt of the 
Cndls Schilme.;:Schiſmes\ would en- 
creaſe; therefore Schiſme is! departure 
inthole; who:annjbil exhe a: of 


the Reman'Chireli! emptofher 
preceptsand RY —— aiceming her 
_ &e.” 
TabvianinAquin, 


Þ T ergo peccatum [chiſmatis ones 


 ſeparatix ab Ectleſio wmitare, &c.Schilme 


s 2 yolintary- ſeparation” fron: that 
Churety which 1s one-;' xnd whoſe head? is 
the Relvars Biſhop. : | | 
- -Cajetanusimn' Aquin. | 
Ex eo r__ eſt ——_— maticus, grade re- 
| E 3 nuit 


1 
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nut wt pars. Ecclefi euperari © we refert ex 
JHACHNGHE cansa' hue ovtatar; dummods: 
enim ad hic deveniatur, quod rennit ſe ha- 


bere ut partem uniuus Eccleſia, Schiſma in- 


carrit. Inobedtentia'.enm., Guamumcun- 
que pertinax, nou conftituit Schiſmea \" wif 
ſit rebellio ad officimm" Pape wel. Bceleſsa, 

ita wt reuuat ei ſubeſſe;”. Idem Caje:anus 
docet, Effe Schiſmaticos', quicunque ex 
quboumgque arverſitzte vel ſontentiaram 
vel affection uae? txorbirent,' a weline 
foouttificater, wel ſanttificars (p8icigtrinns 
foabicer: of ufud8arrameatoram }: @otere 
vol therri, rovideremucl.' 38009 3h: 
pars Evoleſne Catbalice, fed Thrguans ipfis 

mer (int velat -quoddam torum ſeort em: 
He'is a: ue ,: who: refuſerii:cor 
OPCraceas:3part; cheQhvrok, meithev 
is it matereall.,; 'from what ever caufe-rhig 
ariſeth , ſo as it comes to this} That he 
refuſeth to behaverhimſelf tis a part of 
that one Ghurch;:he mcurs:Schifgne... For 
difdbedience, even: to pertifiaitcy.,:doth 


not 1denontinace'Schiſme; unteſſc>is be n 


rebellion apaitfttheoffice of che Pbpejb3 
- theChurch, ſoas he refaleth-:robeſab- 
je&to it, And Schifmariques are thoſe 
way R_— what divertity ſoever. of 


; Opinions 


for the Catholiques deftnitton, . 175 


opinans or affeRions,, are ſoexorbitant, - 
that-they will ſanRitie or, be ſancified 
(by the cx/rus;; or. ule. of Sacraments) 
teach or be taught, provide or be provi- 
ded for, not as parc of the Catholique 
Church , but as if they. were a certain 
whole ſeparate thing, or Church ; of 
themiglves. | II 


Turrecremata de Eccleſi2 , cap. de 
Schiſmate, cites Raymund.; de 
Sabunde, hzs Definition 
of Schiſme. 


 Schiſuia. ef ilicitins ab unitate © nui- 

ver{alitate aiferſſus. Schiſme is an un- 
lawful departnre from the unity anduni- 
verſality of the Church. + He £ites Ho- 
ftrenſss in Summa: T it. de. $obiſovete. 

| Schiſma eſt sdrcita dienifia per tube diene 
tiam 'ab _unitate Ecclefie. | Schilme is an 
unlawfull diviſion made by diſpbedience 
or contempt, ta or framthe unity of tac 
Gbundho:f | > tots 11311, | 
. At:length Taerecremata guies.us: bis 
amndeſintion :. Di/cofſta ab rt ate rms 
wverſalis Ecclefie , qua eft unitas priuct- 
pals. A departure from the unity of the 
A. I 4. univerſal 
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port ade urch, which is the principalt 


unity. nd addes , Sthiſmatici eicuntu 
ki, qui bel renuunt Sammo- Pontificts 
& gui membris Eccleſia es [ubjeltis con- 
municare recuſant. Schiſmatiques ' are | 
thoſe, who refuſe to obey the Chief Bi. 
ſhop \;-and- to* communicate ' with: che 
- members of the Church —__ to 


bim. 


Gregor de Valentia. Diſp. 3. 
(I: I5, 


Schiſma m dicjuntiio , , qua qu ſe ſt 
parat ab mnirate Eceleſix';" ut Eccleſia eſt 
anicm quoddam corpus: wyſticun: , Conſtans 
ex abverſarum conditionum fidelibus , tan- 
quam ex membris inter fe romex#u', & 
precipue cans Capite, nimirum' cum Suns. 
mo Pontifice, Chriſti Ficario. Schiſme is 
a ſeparation, by which one ſeparates him. 
ſelf from: the unity 'of the Church, as 
the Church is one myſiicall body coN- 
liſting of faithfull perſons of div ſe con- 
ditions, as members united, and alpedial- 
ly with their Head, the: Chief "Biſhop, 


Chriſts OR 


Farine- 


V 


Lg og + Cinkilgns Fr 177. 


| Favinacus cites Barthol. -Ugolinns/ 
: bis Definition, in Tract.deCens." 
ſuris Pomtifici reſervatis, 
. in Glolſsz. 


| Schiſma Mey alind eft, Jes | ſeparatio 
ab unitate Ecclefie univerſalis, qua Chri- 
Sian ſubtrahit ſe-ab obedgenti4" capitis 
E celeſin Romans Pontificss , quatenus. Ec- 
Elefie eaput eſt vel a Communione membro- 
rum Chriſti., -uolens_eſſe. ejuſdem Eccleſie 
membrum. <chiſme is nothing elſe, then 
a ſeparation from the unity of theuniver- 
fal Church:;:whereby-a Chriſtian with- 
draws himſelf from obedience to the head 
ofthe Church, as it is head of the Church, 
or fromthe Communion of themembers 


-of the Church years to be a Fre: of 
WE ao ONEN 


| He cires facked in punt Drabogk 


"WG 2; £2P;\ 36: mri 2 


' Schifma eff divjunttio, per-quam quz ſe 


ab unitate Eccleſie ſeparat, in quanzum eſt 
Corpus RP ex (nf fidelibus, 


- Renwana” Pontifice conſtant.) debilme+ js a: 


I 5 ſepa- 


2178 - Authbritiesaf Selry nos: 
ſeparation, by which one ſeparates him- 
ſetfifrom; the unity:&f the Church, as{t is 
a body.conſiſting of s1}\the Faithful, and 
the Biſhop'of 190901 tans 


Piel. difin&. I 3. q. 2. Art. 3. 


-Sdhifive INE aecefram.e illitita th- 
wiſis; per anobedientian eb wnitate Cy. 
Schiſme :properly*taken,, :16afi eva 
diviſion , or ſeparation-by \\diſob 
from: theubity of the Church. | 


-Gerlon part: 1.de tnodo/habenci fe in: 

Sil pip rms omg coat 303 | 

© Schifinis mb folem of "8 ———_ 
" Wembridg cupite, ſed erin nenbroram«b 
#Mvicem, tnuando propter quefinm (ant 'on- 
nvam gloriam , &c. ſeparat ſe a>meinbiis 
veris & wives Eccleſie. Schiſme is not 
onelya Tepargtiowofia-miembergfromithe 
head, bur of 'one:memberfrodih another, 
when they ſeparate from the true " li- 


ving members of the Churdh. . 
b __ Antgninus, Titwl. 22: FOR ut 7 
-Dieohine Schifimezicoonme? refifentes 


Pape, 


thr. 


for theChathalsques Akfortition. 1 79 
Pape, non quocung ue mode', ſed per ſponta- 
neam intentionem , manifeſtan rebellsc- 

new: Schiſma inpurtat divifonem ab uni- © 
tate fides;, & charitatts Eccleſia. 72. They 


are termed Schiſmariques:; who, reſ {t che 


Pope, not by any way or kinde of zefi- 
Nance, but by a ſpontaneous intention, 


and manifeſt rebellion. Schiſme 1mports 
-a diviſion from-'the Nairy; of faith , And 
charity of the Church. 


Epidius Coninck, cap. 1eSchiinate,” 


Sohiſma:a Patribus & T heolegis {t npi- 
rar profuiſſura, vel divijiene , qui aligns 


yeab Eccleſia feparant , nolenda cron re 


gut Catholics (rommnnicare'y, \atqus: it 
unitatem ejus ſcinaunt , atque dividunt. 
Schiſme is taken 'by the Fathers and 
Divines for a ſciſſure, or diviſion, by 
which men. ſeparate themſelves: from the 
Church , and dividethe unity of it, refy- 
ſing to communicate with rhe reſt of Ca- 


tholiques.. 


_ Hieronym. de Medicis 4 Camerino. 
ſecunda; ſecundz. 


edablog ana ud nationens chiſmati 


yon [ufficit , ut quiz faciat  aliquod unitati 
repugnans, 


io ** Autheritierof Schoſ-wen © 
reprgnans , ſed oportet ut intendat diviſi- 
onem wel ſciſſuram : Sicut enim in natara- 
libus#d quod eſt per actitens, non conftituiit 
\ſprciem-;” itw in moralibus. + Et definit, 
' Schiſma propric oÞporitur priacipatiunitats . 
Eecleſie; quam charitas facit ; & eſt, quo 
qnru ab ejuſmods unitate jeparave tat edit .-- 
Sehiſma oppenttur wnitari principals Eccle- 
ſe. - To'-conftiture 'Sehiſme , it is' not 
enough to oppoſe unity.,/ but-it mult be 
. with intention to. ſeparate,--- *chiſme 
properly is oppoſed to the principal uni- 
ty, which charity makes, anditis that 
fin, whereby one intends to ſeparate him- 
Felf from-unity: Schitm'is oppoſed ro the 
-principal unity-of the whole Church, 


Lorca in fecund..m. ſecunde. 


Schiſma eſt reeeſſus , vel divifio ab uni- 
Pate Eccleſies = 1H rurt” 


Vaſquez. in cap. de Schilmate. 


Schi/ma eſt drjunttio, gue quis je ſepa- 
rat ab unitate Ecclefie, &c, Schiſme is a 
dis)unction, by which-one ſeparates from 
the unity of the Church. | 


.” for the Catholiques definition, 18T 
Suarez. adverfus Jacobum regem An- 
gliz- lib. 1; cap. 21; num{2. / 
S chi(1 ma ber Antonomaſi am, Jam proprie 
 fynificat © drviſionem. Ecelifpe Cathblice, 
\ per. fpontaneam ſeparationem ab Ja”, ſub 
_ * Chriſtiano'nomine particularem. congrega- 
Horem, ſex conventiculnum. extra Eccleſie 
— , communionem- & obyahentians 
Rene Ec num: 4.1 Hanifeftar eſt 
a ccmmitti per ſeparationem pb Be- 
£ unitate , churitats em contrariam. 
.Schiſme fi nifieth-a. diviſion of - the -Ca- 
holique Church by voluntary ſeparation 
from 1t;-and - congregating 4 /Paſieplar 
Church _orconventide; without the unj- 
| iT, ' communion; and obedience of, or-e0 
the | Church. Andit-is evidence; Schiſme 
is committed by ſeparation from rhe une- 
ty of the Church, zin 


© Yonacina. de cafid Conſtxit: & ale 


| Schiſma ef woluntatia 5. & | ein 
"pberattio. ab abedientid'\ uniuerſalts. Ec 
clefie. Schiſme is a voluntary ard per- 
tinacious withdrawing , and ſeparating 
from the obedience of the univerſal 
Church , vet ſummi Pontificss, qui in Ec- 
| clefpicrins locum tenet. "ih 


72 Anti of chaos Fc. 
Filliucinsde Cafib. cap. de Schiſen 


q - Teh af ſepuratis aber Bagh. 


Lek fie. Echilmie-is a "£9 1,908. from rhe 
»>of theCatholique-Church, and the 
chief Bifhop;orHead thereof.  -_ 
Thus welthew, thatboth Fathers, Mo- 
ern Divines, -andthoſe acute Aritoteh- 
.ans, have aſed&no-other Detinition then 
-ours; and haveowned'it, agaicompleat, 
:eonvertible Propoſition. - The : School 
then eons 0s; who were [ince-therfepa- 
ration: ; ow 


yoo hb beingwparty) other- 
'thety orzefpond withiall Di- 


Bron) mantel rt andModern; and 
as we preſent —_ them an: entire Body 


almoſt fromall ages of Chriſtianity, pope 


firming our + pay either virtually or 

*efermis';vand- rharpreciſely, quately, 
"6 more, no'leſle, ewe haye: tedin 
"or AR 


kic 2,\& rus Capite,. Srmmo Pon-,? 


ueemnot' asan:Anument 


>. - - 


|. 
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py 18 91161 81% | 
Rom the ;Leftymones ; 
L-:andSchook-men, wedeſc | 
own. .DaRors, and. Thew., ſome, .of the 
A Ee we th 


ney 

Jubſtance -wvith, BTR; ney 
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and forſaking the Faith, as Schiſmatiques 
and Heretiques , or elſe they are caſt out 

by the Cenſures of t| the Guids of the Church, 


"as excommunitate'perſons; &c: Th which 
words he plainly delivers che Dotrine 4 


deduced by us from the holy Fathers; that 
there are onely theſe two wayes to ceaſe 
to be of the Churth, amongſt thoſe who 


pals ET the name 'of Chriſtians. 


CH $0nR, a} 
40 oncerning fp fore Man th 
are they 4h be hemmnityof the Church, 


and ue e fo Tahoe themſelves vo their 
tanfall” aftors and Guides , though: they 


receive an entire” profeſſios if thiTrath of 
o4, as ard the Liitiferians, &t Now 


thoſe who unjuſtly ſeparate others-5 Inj 
#4; jars ,"that'is, for-maintaing fome | 

cholique Trath:, which they-who caſt | 
them our tonderane as efron; ous,/ receive 
nocanentire profefiion of. the Frath of 
God, as Dr. Field ſayes here, Schiſma. 
riques ſtriftly ſo called do  Andif they 
ſeparate another i7uftitia fats. for ſome 


os =. OTIS 
ack if 


—_ 


'or fa, whereof he isnather. guil- 
yy, nor fufficiently , in foro dxreryo;pro- 
ved tobe x 


wry, yer:arcording to:'Dr. 
Field, ii anjaſt Excommunica- 
rour 


- for the Catholiques definiticne *- 18 
tour refuſe not:to, ſubmit-himſelf. to-his 
lawful Pafors and Guides, : and thereby 
| remainsin the unity of the Church', he 
” will not be a Schiſmatique. | Chap.'15. 
7 ®. Though Dr. Field treats expreſly of un- 
 - guſt Excommunicators, yet he:never {ayes 
that they are Schiſmariques, for that rea- 

| ſon, or that Schifme conſiſtsin unjuſt ſe- 

| 'parationof others from the Clnurch, 

_ Lib. 3.cap.5. Schiſme a breach of the - 

| wnityof the Charch which conſiſteth in three 

i things. Fiſt, the ſubjettion of the people to 

| their lawfull Paſtours.: Secondly, the'Com- 

| amunion and conjunthion which man) parti» 
5 Ccalar Churches andithe Paſtouars of thens 
| have among themſelves. Thirdly:, in bolg- 
. ing the ſame rule of faith. \ The wnity of 
each» particular) Church depengeth1 of vhe 
4nity of the Paſtours. Jntefpefirf thes firſt 
kende of, unity,' if theyrwhd ſhould bbey \this 

W Paſtour; do oo CA bc 

wholly, refuſing to be ſubjett to: any Mim- 
ftry = when hb P, elifted, do ſet up another 

agaiiftbim, and forſake the right: T his : 16 

the frft kinde of Sehiſme::: 105) 511 118 

Secondly:\, the Churches which farſakg 
the Communion of other: Charches without 
1#ſt cauſe, do fall into Schiſme : And if they 


ſmerve 


ACEC, 7 bY 


=_—_ > 
cy 
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186 Authorities of Engliſo Proteſtants. 
fwervefrom the rule of faith, the ather cow 
bald, they bevome.net onely Schiſma- 
zicall, but Hertticall:;:Thefe! nre the ewes 
rath kindrs of Schiſme. Thus Dr. Field. 
" die: makes no mention þ 
unju mmyrucators, avs 296 
of others fromthe Church. - 
-- 1115111 Dr. Potter. pag. 130. 129, 
The \Nouatidys:were Stiifmatiquer 6 
dfobejing the publiqae determination of the 
Catholigze Chnrehb in the generall Councel 
of Nice, And Pag. 42: Se&t.;2. Num... 2. 
The Donarifts 25d not uvely ſeparate from 
the Chorch diffeefea bout the:wor(d, 
&#5: By which"cxamples he declaxes the 
nature af chime, which be therexreats ;, 
nex{chough headde to the Schiſme of the 
Donarifts.;\rhar chey'arcorncod; che C2- 
thakique Chucheo deny true: 
uw ſad, chartheerueCathoſike Church, 


* rhevr ation , was periſhed; 
york never puts oolanſeef your det- 

lon, 85 2b ry Ingredient; norcan 
hotd Yichupy nce- ofidcitrige, 
that the ana ration O! CcDonatifisTrom 
the wh Church;\zlone/was 
wor faſſcjont © makechem formal Schil- 


__ -(as yon told it is) -becauſe/ he 
fayes, 
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for the CartoIiques defininion.” - 187 
Fu: es, "That cheiNrwarianswere SONIſmin- 
riquer, for a5ſebeyins the: publique ditermi- 
nation of the Cathotsqae CA in 0 ty £4 
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Pag. 1Cc6. 

His Adverſary Faving ſaid, to forſake 
the exte} mall Communion of * them, \ with 
whom they agree in Faith #4 the' moſt 
fermall and proper finne of Schifmee. 
Maſter Chilingworth anſwers thus , very 
true. 

And pag. 260. 
To his Adverſa  Meming , that all 


- Divines define Schi e,a diviſion from the 


true Charch, &c. he: anſwers, mig ht wee 


7 juſtly queſtion Your antecedent, Pr. deſire 


Jon to confider,, whether Schiſme be not ra- 


ther, or at leaf be not as well, a diviſion of 


the Church, as fromit ,, a ſeparation not of 
a pirt from the whole, but of the "ria parts 
from the other, W here though he ſeem. 
to except againſt the fond part of our 
definition, where we fay , that Schiſme is 
a_ſeparation from the whole Church, _ yet 
he both takes ſeparation here , as we & 
for a ſeparation of ones ſelf , "and not of 
ethers, andſuppoles , that the true and 
pro- 


y 


. 188 Anthorines of. Engliſo Þroteft ants &C. 
proper.'notion-of+-Schiſme cogliſts ina 
ſeparation. of. ones-ſe/f,,} either fromthe 


it ſelf from ſome other, and yet remain-_ 
ing both withinthe Church. | 


« \ 


by « b ? 


% 
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Note bere.; good Reader , that the _Cotholigue 
. Diſputants never yes received any anſwer 
- from their Advtrſaries to theſe Authori= 


p.: 


. 


* - ” 4 
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whole Church', or of one part ſeparating * 


CHAP. 3. 


W herein con ii 5 pro- 


per] Nation, or = 


Reaſon, of Schifme.. os 


> 


:8a CT x. , Ou oma 

FAT ny + ©: þ 6 43} 34 5D 

The porvihe "Ntize if- O__ ton 
po both IRE." . C 


Ne har} morther yer brew priged, 907 
;.can poſſibly be. enverived ito he-any 
lother:, then whih we: bye fur.m 


canis : ; Definieyon;3 vi 1 -2:Fomes pr ad 
dun pings 3 arator'o 
the whole: true: vilible: Claarch,of 


"Chil it ſerves for a-muoſt ſtrong confir- 
- mation of the perfetion of oj Definition, +r 
:For if.the ſeparation of ones ſelf b4 nos (web 
6 Þedigate as this Tatar $4 Ep of M4 
-Mp: —_ Sadly, kyow' what; orheer, Hog 
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notion can there be nominated, wherein the 
eſſenc eof ſchiſme conſiſts , and from which 
thss of ſeparation, &5C. flows a propriety from © 
erdfexr!Brmbey 1'We Ger Nurſ: 
viefie pos ieatry: RY I 
L371; [TOs ; 
we will lay down that, which ſhall tO- 
gether both - farther refute yours, and 
confirm our own definition , which we 
begin to do, by accurring to your conti- 
dent perſwaſion , That the formality » 
which rendersaf.a& Schiſmaticall cam 
p:ſibly be conceived to be any other (ſo are 
Jour words ) then what you have put in your 
definition, VIZ. ſonee *eaſon involuiag a vo- 
luntary ſeparation of our ſelves - the 
Cudboligue ere ns/ble Climh of of { 
"This ponr conceic;-that 1 CE 
be conceived tobeany other, ſerves.( | 
corfrma how fon for. moſt ot 4 
nfirmation of the-perfetion' of your 7 
4deftfitioh; > Thiwif-ed t6wſhewather, / 
therywhat is it Your eoneeption- ind defi- | 
nitjon , "then \ji&is.nort impoſſible: ro be | 
won, andive ſhall alſo fatisfieyou inwhat | 


you deſire ofus;though-we confute your 
Fefithnion: In riefrhien. "theefſertial for- 
Hialicy, 0r frrmalis rid. of iehifimis that 


unchas- 
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ancharitableneſs, which #5 am Injurions aft 
of the' Will (elicite or imperate} (termina- 
red 10 the vitlathou of the Bond and Benefit 
of Eccleſtaſtieall external Communion. 


*® You have our fenfe, with bumble fabmiſ. 


fion herein to the judgement of the 
Church, or of the more learned,” We de- 


ſired before to give, aswefaid;, as expli- 


cateand obyious a Definition, ad as ful- 
ly applicable co'the praCtices of Sthiſma- 
tiques, as We could;, and becauſe expli- 
cate, therefore diſtin alſo, and declara- 
tive of its comprehenſion of all the kinds 
of Schiſme, \Bur:now' that-yow preſs us to 


amore Metaphyſical Notion .of its 7470 
formal, weare content to try-how-you 


cati diſprove this ' now  propounded/: 
which if'it be true (as we believe. iT1s) 
your formall reaſon is not ſucks, bur par- 
tial ; and your Definition: bot partiall;, 
and our Detinicion' 2! —_— 

or ſtreighrnedÞy!it; batin' effect: and 


[equivalence offenſe ,-ih' its diff orentia 
 tOffMHentiOa, the fame: "For; (firſt; iryuri- 


ous ſuch a@eannot'be ,'nor 2 a& of 
the With, gnlbf&wo/knrary, atd if ivhevo- 


A {ati our + dchmirion meri- 
tions, it 191 Neale at injurious iviolacon 
(clicite 
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(elicite or imperate) of the Bond and Be- 
nefit of:Eccleſaſticall externall Commu- 
nions; whether. in the voluntary ſepara- 
ting ofqurielves;injuriousto the Church 
and tot oat ſelves, or inthe unjuſt and oP 
Tannicaltthruſting, or caſting out others |} 
:from the Eccleſiatticall external Commu- {| 
-nion; (mote: or leſſe)-injurious to. thoſe 
others their fellow members; arid: tothe 
<hurch- of, Chriſt :: Wherher! Infericurs | 
hruſtiog-out cheir Superiours; which..is.-- 1 
Eccleſizlcal Rebellion, or Sedition (as it 

as ſaid,':7eremiah 29. 25, 32. Becanſe ihe 
bath taught Rebellionoagaiuft the: Lord) 
cor-Superioars unjuſtly throfting pur. their 
:Inferiours;: both-:theſe contrary.to. the 
:Bond and Benefit of Cotnmunion, in that 
which each part ought to ſupply. and en- 

| -joy of the Communion of Subordination 

epedivein he why wk w_ 
.thir dly:, 91 | ugyuſily- .C i er Wit 
iwantoF fer caule alſo;:0rat feaſt 
-for want of ſufficieat- authority; which 
theyunjuſtly take to: themſelves, cantra- 
1ry x0 the order which-1s:neceſſary to-the | 
unity of itbe Church) \chrafing out; ther 


Commu. 


j 
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Communion , and contrary'to the Bond 
oof Communion of Coordination, which - 
the arm\owes to. 'the arm, :and- che band 
tothe-hand:i!'He that ſeparares anytruc 
'- part, or from-any'true part 'of the:Body, 
or from the whole, is ſchilmatically inju- 
-rious to the unity and communion of the 
Body. Againſt this Communion of the 
'Body in Schiſme ,” the Will affends either 
byaninternall elicite Att onely, oralſfo 
| -by an externall imperate Aa ded: but 
Rillwe ſay the A, one or other, ister- 
minated to the external Communion of 
he Chureh;'as here we expreſſe,and ſup- 
poſed before .might be uriderſtood, where 
-we ' ſpake ' of ſeparating, or ing 
others fromthe Communion;which cou! 
not have place but in the Communion 
externall. So alſo when we mentioned 
ſufficient Authority , viz. Eccleſiaſtical, 
'which' hath place onely i» extern! foto 
- Ecclefsaftizo'+ And-alfo' when we icome_ 
to ſpeak of our Detinition , we have the ' 
right, which you have uſed, of explaining 
our ſelves in this or other particulars. 
The formalis ratio, which we have here 
above fet down ; a ing in ſenſe with 
” conſtitutive difference of our Defini- 
K tion, 
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tion, may yet alfo again: (for further de- 
claration of our ſelf-ſaine ſenfe in other 
words) be-thus exprefſed to:you: : The 
formality of Schifme' is this, A» offence 
againſt that fpeciall Evangeticall Charity, 


| 


. whereby every member 1s obliged to all, | 
carefully to eſchew the wiolation of the | 


Unity : and Communion of the wifeble 
Charch,' or of the Priviledge and Benefit 
ofjcach Member (in its proper. place) in 
its betug within that her external :Commu- 
ion. This'is the ſamein ſenſe, as above: 
and ſince we are now in hand with yari- 
ouſly expreſling and declaring this -one 
main importaht Point, the formnulis ratio 
of Schiſme; whiehryou conceive you have 
* (and, we have: proved ,- you: have riot) 
comprehendedin your Definition , that 
-we may ſhew you', how we ſtudy agree- 
. ment with you, as far as poſſibly with 


Pe OT REY 
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truth we can, we/will here fer down, with 
-what onely variations, eyen your;Definj- 
tion- might for quietneſſe fake bave'paſ- 
fed without our contradiftion: Asif you 
had faid-thus, or to thiseffeRt,,- Schiſme þ 
i a volantary injurious ſeparation. of- thyy | 

onepart {ones felfor other.) fromthe Gein- | 
. mation (whelly wr 198 part) 'of the whole | 


frue 


'y 
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true vifeble Church of Chriſft., or of any 
true part thereof, Not that wethink/you 
will-like it-thus, but that we may ſhew 
you, how we:have meditated, and deſired 


”. tofinde howto like, if we'conld, what 


you ſay. Asit is, there is a wide differ. 
ence betwixt us; wehave laid down, that 
the formality of Schiſme is an offence, or 
breach, againſt that ſpeciall/Byangelicall 
Charity , whereby every member is ob- 
ligedto all, carefully to eſchew the vio- 
{ation of the Bond -and Benefit of the 
anity and communion of the whole viſi- 
ble Church , or -of the priviledges and 
benefirs of each member-('in'its proper 
Place)" ins being within 'that her exter. 
nall communion. Here we have implyed, 
asinthe other deſcription of the forma- 
lity of Schiſme, That Schiſme is commit. 
ted by any one Act , 'that violates the 
Bond and Benefit of Ecclefiaſticallexter.. 
nall Communion, due to any other mem- 
ber in its -proper-place in that Coninu- 
nion; therefore alſo by Superiours to In. 
feriours , (whether by injurious Excom- 
munication, Interdi&, or Suſpenſion) or 
by Inferiours to Superiours, or Equals to 
Equals, This becauſe you deny, andwe 

| K 2 affirm, 
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affirm, we willa little in this place inſift 
to ſhew. - ES a 
Where St. Paul ſaith; 1 Corinth. 12. 
ver. 18, 25, Now hath God: ſet the'mem- 
bers, every one in the Body, as it hath plea» 
ſed him. The Eye cannot ſay to the Hand, 
 Thavenoneed of thee, and the Head can- 
not {ay tothe Feet, I have no needof you : 
hut God hath tempered the Body together, 
that there: ſhould be no Schiſme in the Bo- 
ay, but that the members ſhould have the 
ſame care one for another. Where St. Paul. 
plainly teacheth us, that the members, 
not -having the ſame care one for an- 
other, (as God hath placed each member 
.in the Body, whether they be Syperiours, 
Equals, or Inferiours) renders ſuch mem- 
.bers guilty of Schiſme in the Body; and 
particularly he admoniſheth Superjours, 
{leſftthe Schiſme ſhould at any time ariſe 
from-them) that the: Head cannot fay-to 
the.Feet E i have 40 need: of Jon ; and the 
- .Eye;cannot ſay to-the-Hand., 1: have xo 
need of thee, X 

. -. Secondly, Romans 16. 16, 17., The 
Churches of : Chriſt ſalute; you..; Now 4 
beſeech you, Brerbren , mark thiſe which 
Cahſe abvifkeus(Fvs mas d\rxoowrins royras) 


and 
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and offences contrary to the Doftrine which' 
you have learned, and avoid them ; for they 
that are ſuch , ſerve not onr Lord Feſus 
Chriſt. This Text, both the evidence of 


 thewords and coherence ſhew , and the 


interpretation of the Fathers declare, to- - 
be [ſpoken of Schifmatiques :-for /as Se- 
dition is {\,ocaciaiiin the State , fo; is 
Schiſme in the-Church ;” and: from this 
#1y0545i& inthe Text, thus confeſledly to 
be underſtood, we thus: reaſon. :Suppoſe 
weawhile at leatt, that fome-Patriark, 
yea; or'even the Biſhop of  Rome:himſelf, 
with thoſethat agree with-him: (if you 
will) excortimunicates _ whole ror 
trey; or Countreys of Chriſtiansnnajaſtly, 
who perſevere .ini that - neceſſarily; i 
they judge) anc: 1 ge excOmamnicates 
holding thein {tilt ſeparated by;his conti- 
nued unjirft  Excorninunication;, here is 
made an evident and. niotorious:rerit,, di- 
viſion; )and' 417xy5gietn the ; Church ; 
whoſoever made:it, are by SE Pax inthis. 
Text, Rom. 16.16, 17. argued of Schiſme; 
inthe Fathers interpretation of this Text; 
and by the Apoſtle expreſly faid-, ot to 
ſerve our Lord 7eſus Chriſt.. For mark, 
$521:43 K 4 faith 
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faith he, &s mwoudrns , &c. Thoſe that 


make the Diviſions, or that caxſe the Di- 
viſions amongſt you , ſuch ſervenot our. ' 


Lord Jeſus. Here then in this fuppoſ 
caſe, ſince thereis a divifion ,. diſunion, 
and renting of the continuity of the Bo- 
dy, which-was before entire, there is ſure- 
ly a Schiſme, or rentiin: the Church + and 
this muſt be made by ſome or other, and 
he or that. made: or cauſed it, are 
fchifmdticall, But the acknowledged in- 
pocent/Chriſtians:, that: are unjuſtly ex- 
communicated*( ay'6ur' Hypotheſis: bere 
doth iſuppoſe/ chem): car ii ino-fenſt be 
faid to have'made;or cauſed the Diviſion; 
Therefore fuck” Patriarck ; 'or even: the 
Biſhop of Rome himſelf did make $3 or 
cauſe, the Diviſion , (for :no petſons elſe 
Rr LObopann 
| im 
Cnanicarawarkbifattical FEY 
Pope (who, 


queſtion it ſelf, viz. Whether the Papa- 
cy , or our Countrey agreeing with the 
0921 | © Church 
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Fg unjultly : and then- 
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Cbutch/of'.Eng/«nd ,- be: guilty. of the 
Schiſme,and Rent which is betwixt them) 


_ . we here {uſteine; that it is poſlible , and 


would gladly know., whether you deny 


Fic, and fo. have that as a Reſerve to ſe- 


cure you'; | That you in adhering to the 
Pope in all dis Excommunications. of ſo 
many: Churches;, are not .ſchiſmatical 1. 
becaufeit 1s.impoſlible you fhould be fo. 
But tell us what you fay in this by your 
next. However our Argument alike pro. 
ceeds in 4ny.other Patriark, who., we be- 
lieve;;you will acknowledge, may excom- 
municare ſomewhole C at: Chri- 
pole hedo 
ſo , we have. proved: hedoth ſchiſmati= 
cally $ and let lus reſo reſolutionof not land; 
ing ous therein: gain theEmunce or 
other. Shperiour, \i6hbbddanþ}bewhar 
w will; inthe gaean timig hebatb confel.. 
ſedly made, or cauſed 4;4o5a7 ter, Divis 
fix and. Rent: in-the-Church , (for no 
gtherinthis caſe could): and. ent+ 
the: is {ch;{maticalb, ax from t.chs 
ord Jeſs, bat bis own belly. 

-- Tkurdly; this our Dodriheiof Schiſme! 
that at is alſo a Superiours unjuſt excom- 
Es cs "GH mi us 
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ro. be evident; upon, our Lords words to' 
St. Peter, Liecl2. 41,46, Mati24.43, 
&c.” The Servant; or Steward there, (be 
it St, Peter there,to whom the Lord ſpake 
theſe words, or any ſucceſſour, oralſo « 
any of his Brethren) whom Chriſt our 
Lord'\makes -Ruler over. his houſhold, to 
give them their) portion:of. meat” in/due 
ſeafon; if he ſhall begin to beat the men. 
ſervants and maidens, his fellow-ſervants 
in the houſe; (whiles himſelf eats and 
grinks/ drunk” with' the drunken} he-that 
ſo falls-a' beating; (&0:i maythe notpoſti. 
bly, and probably. ſometimes; beatlome 
faithfull ſervant -of them : out: of : doors; 
and that. poflibly ſure , becauſethey will 
not in-that eating and drinking: drunk 
-communicatewith the other wicked fer- 
vants- and: futh:.their Rewards; ſctiover 
them? If: now that ſteward will cotal- 
low ſome of them to communicate any 
longer at allin'that Houſe , unleſſe they 


will ——_ in that riotousicatin 
- and:drinking, but beatthem/, and: thruſt - 
them forth of doors; Is, of is not, ſuch 
beating andthruſtitig out; excommunica- 
ting or depriving: thoſe faithfull ſervants 
of that -houſhold- Communion; which 
C3 | S 4 was 
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was their due, a criminal Ad of Schiſme, 
or renting of Chriſts Houſhold? Oris ic 
another ſan-onely, and: not atallany cri- 
minall renting of Chriſts Hoyſhold by 


i Schilme? 


Fourthly, what is 440ue', Schiſme, but 
a Rent of the unity and continuity. (as it 
-were of that Body which before was en- 
+ tires) Now that none ſhould be guilty.of 
wounding by. dividing ;:; ori criminally 
renting that Body, which before wasen- 
tire, but onely that member which cuts 
off it ſelf, and not that which cuts off 
others,, many more and more excellent 
membersthen ir ſelf , (for all this, often 
happens ,in;a Superiors unjuſt-excommu- 
-nication of others) is unreaſonable and 
unnaturall to ayverre, If any one, whoſe 
office. ic is to judge of living and dead 
Members, ſhall cut off-any dead member 
from. the /Body., he- dah nocrking -but. 
. what: fuch member.; placed in ſuck place 
in, the Body; ought to do, and: what ts 
profitable to the whole Body ;;Bur if he 
' cut off-many living and found members 9 
pets her arr w_ nj 4 orotic be 
Unity of the Body ;-(which-/unity of th, 
-Body:St, Par makes his-reaſon,, why 
1032s: Ks Schiſmes 
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| Echiſmes muſt be avoided, .Epheſ. 4: 3, 4, 
\ G. 1 Cor. 12.12, 25.) then if he cut 
off himſelf. And if he cut off any one 
living member of the Body , he isinjuri- 


ous to the unity of the Body , and rents ' * 


that voluntarily and unjuſtly, which be. 
fore was one and entire. 
If by this time we have ſhewen, that 


the formal reaſon is ſuch, as includes thoſe 


\ alſo, which unjuſtly excommunicate and 
ſeparate others from the Churches Com- 
munion , (as we believe we have) then 
there were no Philoſophy in ſaying to 
another, That when any unjuſt Excom- 
munication, Interdi&, &c. is denomina- 
ted {hiſmaticall, the unjult-Excommuni- 
cation, &c. is to the Schiſme , oney as a 
piece of wood isto an Image, Foreve- 
ry one doth know, that the wood is the 
matter onely, the artificiall figure made 
to repreſent ſome' one, is the form of that 
which is denominated Tmape. Sembla. 
bly whereto, voluntary ſeparation of one 
part from the whole Body of the viſible 
Church of Chrift (which was at firſt all 
your Definition 'of Schiſme ) is but the 
materiale of Schiſme; and conſequently 
not our mfſtance -of unjuſt Excommunt- 
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cation or Separation, of others, but your 
whole Detinition (as at firſt) 1s but the 
woodden part of the Image: and the vo- 
Juntary. uncharitable ' violation, of the 
- Bond and Benefit of Eccleſiaſticall Com- 


** munion, is the form of that which is de- 


WS 


nominated properly Schiſme : which for- 
male in a voluntary. unjuſt Excommunj- 
n of others, 1s eſſentially inſeparable 
m. the. unjuſt | Excommumication. of 
others, quater&s tale., asit is an unjuſt 
Excommunication of others. 
C2 
The forwal reaſon, of Schiſme is deli- 
wered by you ip three different places , thas 
ct 7 [ ſuppoſe. (# afſiciently under- 
ſtood 7 445, Sg "apue s 1off the Auditors. 
T he two firſt Couceptions 0 wy are the very 
fame , the third ſomething different , we 
0d examine them all. up b 7 
You ay Pa 21. thee ential forma- 
lity,or {0.Fa ratio, of Schiſme , 4 that 
prod ul hs by which ; 15 an 1njurious 
A ofthe Will (elicite or imperate) ter- 
.Minated tothe yiolation of the Bond and 
\Benefik of. Eccltliaſicall externall Com- 
ngnl T hug .\yo0u." Againſt this for- 
IS ratio we argue this. Firſt, it ſeenss 
r0 
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to 5 obſcure, and ſo (conſidered onely in 
it ſelf) needs a further and more explicite 
delivery.” Fax, firſt, it appeares not what 
kinde of violation you meas , whether ay 
imperfelt. or intomplete violation onely, 
which admits in the violatonr a reſerve of 
obedience and reſignation to break off that 
violation, and reſtore again the pt 1/6 511» 
qured by it to bis former Communion, &t. 
when he” ſhall be commanded by by lawful 
' Superionrs to deſiſt : Or you mean a com» 
plete abſolute, entire, and obftinate viola- 
£501, continued by the violatonr, even when 
be u lawfully commanded by bu Superi- 
onrs 10 ceaſe fromit, If the later onely, 
you ſay no more. thes what we bavg at- 
ready aſſerted, and what ts evident to b 
Schiſme. For ſuch a violatour , by con- 
" temning and rejetting the lawfull Comme 
mani: of bis legall Superiours, breaks and 
rents himſelf, from the whble Churth, and 
ſofal's under ojy, Definition. If the. former 
alſo , which fetins to be your meaning by 
yonr enſuing Illuſtrations and Proofs, you 
appear to us, ' both" to fheake improperly 
(which 5 Tot altowable in expreſſions of 
formali reaſon';) for that # {ajd bnely to 
be awviclation of any thing, which enrirely 
and 


The Notion of Schiſme. "205 
and ultimately deſtroyes it ; and to deliver 
. a falſe formality of Schiſme , as we ſhall 
ſee preſently. Secondly, Thu your for- 
3. | mall reaſon © obſcure, becauſe it appears 
' F. not from the preciſe words , whether you 
intend in theſe words, Of the Bond and 

' Benefit of Eccleſiaſticall external Com- 
' munion, in a conjunttive only, or alſo in 
a dinnitine ſenſe; that , that to be 
Schilme, it mnſ} be a violation of both the 
one and” the othir; or of either of thin 
apart. So that the particle and relates to 
violation ; that #, that Schiſme ts termi- 
nated to a violation of theBond, andto 

a violation. of "the Benefit ''of * exrernall 
Communion alſo , when the Bond '& nor 
violated, Nw this latter you declare 
hireafter ſufficiently to be your meaning ; 
both when, in jour other expreſſion of the 
formall reaſon of Schiſme', you ſay, page 
22, A violation of the Unity and Com- 
"munion-of the viſible Church}; or of the 
Priviledge and Benefits of each member, 
&c. Andpag.23. That Schiſme is com- 
mitted, whether by injurious Excomiou- 
"nication; (»hich* violate; iniyour ſenfe 

* , "the Bond) Interdi& "or Suſpenſion which 
_ can onely vielar; thePriviledge,' or m 

"7M rs 
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fits of externall Communion , and not the 


Bond i /elf. boy he 
Theſe obſeurities thus examined , and 


compared with the Context. of your other þ 
LS. 


* words, till you give us 4 contrary expoſition, 


we ſhall diſpute againſt this your formall 
reaſon, «nuderſtanding you to mean by vio- 
lation , both a compleat and conſummate 
wvlation,, as we have. explained it , . aud 
withall any incompleat and ſubuadingte vi- 
"lation of the ſaid Boyd, &c. And by Band 
aud Benefit we. anudrrfand them in 4 diſ- 
junflive ſenſe , that each a part being vis- 
lated , without the wilgticn of the other, 
\ Schiſae 15. committed. Againſt thes ſenſe 
of Juur farmalb reaſon we oppoſe theſe enſn- 
ing Reaſons, 

Firſt, We oppoſe the plain Authorities 
f thoſe boly Ancient Fathers , whom we 

we cited tn our laſt Paper in confirma- 


Hen of our Definition; who ſay, That ewe- 


29, Schiſme ſeparates the Schiſmatique 
7 ah. the whole viſible Church , aud that 
all Schiſmatiques are as truly out of the 
v1fible Church , as Heretiques are : which 


according to this your formall reaſon will 


mat 4e 1746... For enemay injmriouſly de- 
pakgſtarinht 4 Sa benefit of the Bond of 
Moe Externall 


| 


— 
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externall Communion, v.gr. by unjuſt Suſ. 
penſion, Taterdift, Minor, leſſer Excom- 
1 munication, Dep« ſition, Degradation, exe. 
; id / without becoming thereby no part of the 
old iſible Charch ,, as we have proved by onr 
reaſons brought againſt your conſequentiall 
ſeparation of an unjuſt Excommunicatour 
from the Church, and which: you cannot 
avnd, if you underſtand, that feparation to 
be made from the viſpble Chemch, 
Secondly, We oppoſe the prattice of the 
Ancient Church : For, as Baronius notes, 
Anno 406. Num. 5. a»d cites Sr. Chry- 
ſoſtome, Epiſt. 2. ex*7. Tom. 5. opera 
ejus. Extat. etiam Tom. 1: Epiſt. Rom. 
Pontif. poſt Innocent, Epift; 16. Saint 
Chryſoſtome writ to Intlocentins, inter- 
ceding for thoſe who had depoſed bim unjuſt - 
hy, in theſe words : Suaſit mitius agere ad- 
verſus Canonum proculcatores, neabEc- 
clefix Communione ob periculum uriver. 
falis 'in toto orbe conflandi: Schilmatis, 
' eos expellat, ſed expettar, fi forte refi- 
| +Piſcant, He perſwaded him, that he would 
i deal more mildly with the defpiſersof the 
holy Canons, that he wonld nit expel! theas 
fromthe Communiozi of the Charch, by rea- 
Jonof the dangerof eaſing 6 Schils 
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throughout the whole world; but that he 
- would expett. to ſee if they would haply 
repent. Ard it appears, they were no more 
 Schiſmatiques at that - time eſteemed by 


Innocentius hex Sr. Chryſoftome was as 


becauſe TInnocentius admitted them both 
equally to (ommunion : which bad not been 
lawful, as appears by the proceeding. of 
. Felix and the Roman Comncil in the caſe of 
Acacius Biſhop of Conſtantinople ; -who 
 becommg a Schiſmatique by communicas 
ting with Heretiques was deprived of Com- 
awnios; ard. not onely. be , but alſo the 
Apeſtalicali Legates ſent to: bim,, Vitalls 
and Miſenus ; for communicating with 
'hisms. . Libera. cap.'18;;:Tom.2. Concil. 
-in Felice 39::Nicephorus lib. 16. cap. 17, 
_ - Martyr: Roman. 8. Februarii.. Gelaſius 
Epiſt.- 1 1.-ad: Dardanum. -Evagr. lib. 3: 
_ __ TSRONGD evtroy 
.'': Thirdly; We oppoſe your Definstion)! 
:Schbiſme 4 thes vhurforal reaſon quarts 4 
_- &ths; \\Schiſmeisany voluntary renting, 
or ſeparating'our ſelves, or withaut ſuſſi- 
cient: authority, without ſufficient cauſe, 
| ing: and\ thruſting others. what 
-lies in us ;..or alſo. cauſing, following:, or 
allowing any. of ſuch. atorelaid ſeparati- 


ons 


} 6 


 K 
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ons from 'the Unity and Communion of 
the one Body. of Chriſt ; orof any true 
part of that body, in that which every 


, one 'ought to ſupply towards: other of 


Communion, whether of Coordination, 
or Subordination reſpeCtively..: Now we 
demand, what word," or 'partitle u« there in 
this Defimtion, whith includes: a vidlation 
of the Priviledge and Benefit of each 
member (in its proper place) in its being 
within ktr (the Churches ) external ({ 1me 
munion, as diqur tt from the violation of 
the Bond of Communion ut ſelf ; ſuchas'n3 
an unznſt Suſpenſion, or Interdilt', &c. 
which you comprize expreſly in this your 
Formal reaſon, pag. 23; avd with which 


"he Bond of external Communion ſtands 


wnulated; as all krow ? If therefore. you 
cannot defogn any ſuch particle” in your 
Definition, ( as we (aſſure onr. ſelves you 
cannot ) you mnſt either acknowledge, that 
your Definition «7 not perfet# , as not- con- 
taining \the whole Formall reaſon of the 
Definitum:; or 1:hat the [ole wiotarionof 
the-Benefit,, 4nd not of: thy Bond'of exter- 
nall Communion, ts not 4 part of the For* * 


mall reaſon of Schiſme. 


Fourthly , We oppoſe the. Novelty o 
LFOy A ; £Xt8 
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thi-wour formal reaſon of Sobifme, and 
vequire of you to cite any Claſſique Aus 


thors, Ancient or Moarrn , Jours ar OFS, 


who have given. a formal notion, 07 for- | 


mality of Scbiſme-, comprebending the vie G. 


lation of the: fole Benefit of axrermell Com+ 
muon the Bond it ſelf ſtall remaintng 
anvidlated ; and comprixing under it unr 
Juſt. Swſpenfion ; \Interdift, &'c. 45 Jo AC» 
cage Jours. does.: avd if thu cannot 

edoye by yon, it will ſeem very ſtrange, if 
not-incredible , that amongſt ſo many thous 
fangs. of learned men, 3 oo whereof have 
_— treated of Schiſme-,/. nowe fhonld 
have anderſtcod avight the farmal yas, 


on truenature of it, before 
'® oppoſe _ Acreprion of 


 Fifthly," We: 
Soviime, is de we tonk\ it ,. when.me be- 
yer tha Cnnfrepee 3 ad. aberyintwve: were 
ere ve by the whole ludlizory: 
whic chiſme', a4it is nſually tar 
en both ad Ancient Fathers andappro- 
26d Authors on bath ſides, and lately by 
.2r, Hammond, wiz. mn its properiant fivilt 
- eſe, ori it's Uifint notion, for that hore 
ia ſinue of Schiſme , which the Fathers 
19, zs greater then the fu of Tradition of 
bo hotly Bible to Heathens, (how taelatry, 


Sacrt- 


Pt 1 


4, 


=) 
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. Sacrileage, Parricide , « bad gs Herept, 
_ the peculiar mark of Gods indignation, ſer- 
ving the Devil, Antichriſtiauiſme, &c, 
gg which Dr. Hammond. affirmes and. proves 
E. q By the Authorities of the Ancient Fathers, 
" bs Bok of Schiſme., pag. 6,7, 8,9. 
| in this, andnoother ſenſe- ſave this, we 
treated it.;, and ſo are obliged on bath fides 
zo treat it in no other, ſave Ml New nhat 
rational man will ſay, that 8a. Biſhep in- 
juruonſfly ſuſpending ſeme Prieft of bus Dic= 
ceſſe, or unjuſtly. interdilting ſome Village, 
or Community , in, his | Buſhoprich , come 
wits 4 on, wore then Idelatry, Sacriledg, 
| Particiae., was bad 45.4u Heretique, be- 
cames ax: Auichreſtian, ec. even whileſt 
be x. ſo great a lover of Unity gud hater of 
Schiſme, that he 4; in a preparetven of mind 
to.revoke. theſe unjuſt conſwrer,. whenſcever 
; be ſoall be, commanded: ta rewake them, by 
his lawtalt ſupericars. \ _.. MY 
Sixthly, We oppeſe, even comprehend. 
the incompleat 3lation. of the Bond. g 
Communicn, by unjft , or ijugiguns,. Ex 
communication \ the-commen «pprebenſion, 
which all. «nderſtauding Chriftzans have, 
ard ever have bad, of thus hor rid finne of 
Schiſme, inits proper and ſtritt TY, 


AD 
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Schiſme #s a Schiſmatique ; and that 
Schiſmatique & 4a term contraadiftintt to 


Catholique. Thus was it wnderſtood in bf 


the time of the Novatians , Donatiſtt, 
Arcacians, Luciferians; &c. among 
all the Catholique Dottrurs' of thoſe 
ages : eAnd we require, that any Ancient 
Father, or Orthodox Author be produced, 
who ever wamed any Schifmatiques, whoys 
they effeemed Catholiques ; or termed any 
Catholiques, whileſt they remained Schil- 
matiques :. which notwithſtanding you 
muſt acknowledge to be true im your opini> 


on." For ſeting the imperfett violation of ' 


the Bond" of externall {ommunion, (acs 
cording to you) 18 an ijurions Excommu- 
ni ation of others, ſeparates not the nnjuſt 
Exconmunicator from the'externall Com- 
wwnion of the vifible (Church, be ftill re- 
mains a true member of the vifible(hurch, 
and within her external Communion * 
eAnd therefore is, and ſo may*be trul 

Filed: a Catholque ; avd \Jer whileſt h 
remains thus atrue Catholique, by hit uns 
fuſt Excommunication he Frente guilty 


_ of Schiſme (according to you) and by * 


that a Schiſmatique : ſo that at the [ame 
Saab time 


which ts, that every one who #: puilty of 


F- 
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time he 15 4 true Catholique, avd a tree 


Schiſmatique: ;' which according to all 
Chriſtian eAntiquity is as inopoſſible, as 
.to be. a true profeſſed Heretique and « 


nat 
no» 


Catholique at the [ame time : which truth 


is moſt emphatically delivered by St, Au- 


% 


- guſtine, Tom. 3. De Fide & Symbolo, 
cap. 10. . Credimus ſantam Ecclefj 


utique Catholicam, - Nam & Hereti 


 Schiſmatici congregationes ſuas Eccleljas 


vocant : ſed Heretici de Deo falſa-ſenti- 
endo iplam fidem_. violant ; Schiſmatict 
autem diſcifſionibus iniquis a fratern2 
charitate diffiliunt, quamvis ea credunt, 
quzx credimus. - QuaproPter nec Heteti- 
cus pertinet ad Ecclefiam Catholicam 
quoniam non diligit Deum , nec. Schif- 
maticus, quoniam non diligit proximum, 
We believe (ſaith this boly Father | the 
holy Church , to wit , the: Catholique. 
For even; Heretiques and Schiſmariques 
term their, Congregations Churches : but 
Heretiques by rages falle things of 
God, violate the faith, and Schiſma- 


 tiques reſile., or go back, from fraternall 
Charity, although they; believe thoſe 
4 [things which we beiieve.: wherefore.nei- 
| -.ther belongs an Heretique to the Catho- 


_ lique 
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lique Clnrech, becauſe he loves not God; 
nor a Schiſmatiqne, becauſe he loves not 
'his-neighbour. Thus ' Saint Auguſtine. 
Wheve he ſayes tn expreſſe rerms ; That *] 
Schiſmatique'be/ongs no more tothe Carks- \ 
ligne Charch , then an 'Heretique.: Bat 
whoſoever belongs nt to the Catholique 
* Church, ſo long ns he belongs not 1044, can- 
not wirh truth be-termed a true Caths- 
1ique.”-+ Therefore your formal reaſon of 
Schiſme, admitting any Sctiſmatique ts be 
truly rermed a Catholique, ts mot a true for= 
mall reaſon of Schiſme. 
-.. *Notebere, that we have not :recerved any | 
; * : dire Anfwer .F0 theſe Reaſons, F17; the 


'+,.., Advugrſaries. proſecute the Notion of 
© 'Schijme in the manner following. | 


+ + * 

Oar fourth Propoſition. , that as in the 
firſt and third Propoſition 'was ſaid, That 
Schifme-(as all other ſin) when commir- 
ted deliberately, knowingly, againſt con- 
Fence, is alwayes criminall-and mortall, 
and deftruQive of falvation-: ſowhen it is 

Tb\commitred, compared with other ſins, 
tis of a tranſcendent high mahpnity arid 
Luilt above moſt - others ſins, *Where 


*twere 


againſt che good of our neighbour; but 


Tie Nition of Sthiſone, 215 
'twere obvious and eafie to heap up, out 


- of the Ancients , endleſs. citations : But © 
that having been done alreadyand often, 
asit were by.every writer. on this ſub- 


jet, we. will. omit ſuch Citations , .and 
chuſe rather go demonſtrate it , -4' priet, 


- why iis, when ſo committed as wehave 


deſcribed, of ſo tranſcendent high-guilc 
and malignity ; ; briefly for theſe Reaſons 


4 priors. +þ 
C. 


You are ions ont 2 « the Pamhfed 


ths Propoſition, v12. (as all otherſin 


a Veniall fin ; by reaſon of the lightneſſe of 


-the matter of it may be committed: delibe- 
-rately knowingly, againſt conſcience'; and 
yet: thereby become no-criminall and mortall 
fm, wy in of ſalvation; as all Di- 


Vines 


Firſt, PT.” Foo int both Ta- 


"bles, andagaini:Law,and Golpely its. 


fin, not onely-againſt -our neighbour, 


againſt the,greateſt good of our: neigh- 
our, againſt the: chiefeſt means of-rhe 
oem 1m <) the {pita goadeF:on 
-neiglibour. : ſt” 111195 


"© 
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Thu firſt' reaſon will make deliberate | 
Schiſme'no greater ſi1,thin are many other | 
ſons, whith work. agninſt” the ſpiritual good e) 
of our neighbour ; and ſo proves not , that "| 
therefore Schiſme is of 'a tranſcendent 


igh maligmity and- guilt above moſt 
rſins, which you undertake to prove | 


b 


i — OM ASSL 5% 
And ſecondly; Becauſe not onely 
againſt the chiefeſt, (h. 2.) the ſpirituall” 
good of this or that particular neighbor, 
but uſually (yea, alwayes in ſome degree) 
- againft a Community , or Society of our 
neighbours; (for he that cuts off one 
lively member by manifeſtly injurious ab- 
, ſciſfion, ſins againſt the Body-and Com- 
| munity alſo) as they are moſt happily, by 
| Gods great mercy, grace, and calling, al- 
| -fociated together in'that Community | 
| "and Society ; which is farthe moſt excel- 
| tent, ſupereminent, and durable in the |} 
BD world : againſt the Church, as a Church , 
| againſt it in its Union and Communion in | 
| . *the greateſt good and ſtriteſt 'band;/and 
-firmeſt foundation of all ſociety, ini the 
way leading it to eternall happineſs ; and |} 
| as 7} 


- 
9 
. | 
- 
Ll - 
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as it is united alſo.in communion and 
unity. with the glorious ſociety of the 
Church Triumphant in Heaven, and 


= with God himſelf; and with Chrift the 


. 


*P Sort of God: 
EH] 7135 '$4 F- 

" Your. ſerond Reaſon we admit mot , as 
applied to the unjuſt Excommunication of 
others : For the depriving wrongfully the 
Church of the communion of ſuch a men:- 
ber, by the power of ſome Prelate,who lives 
fell im the'vif6ble communica and unity of 
the "Church, and ready to receive again 
that excommunicated perſon, whey he ſhall 
be effettually commanaed to receive him, by 
his lawfutl Saperiours, hath no more of 
trne Schiſme in it, then the depriving the 
Commonwealth wrong fully of ſome loyall 
and profitable member by unjuſt baniſh- 
ment , by power of ſome high Officer, or 
Viceroy, ready to recall hum again from ba- 
nithnext ,*{# ſoon” as he ſpall be commanded 
by the Chief poor + ao it, bath of 
| Rebellion and Seaition, Though therefore 


| this unjuſt baniſhment be a wrong done both 


go the perſon baniſhed, and to the Common- 


wealth deprroed of {o good a member ; yet 


Y 


no Anthor catts'ir Sedition , bt Oppreſ- 


| L ſion ; 


Bt — ws Cana 
oe Pea ent err 
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ſion; 207. Rebcllion ,, bat Tyranny : , /o- 


though the like wrong be done by this unjuſt 


E xcommunication, both to .the- party exs, 


communicated, and to the Church deprived 


of ſo true a member , yet uo man can right=- 


ly term it Schiſme, b«t Spirituall Ty- 
ranny, ad high oppreſſion. Seeing there- 
fore , according to the hoily Fathers , and 
other Authors cited by us in the {econd 


Chapter , all proper Schiſme is a Spurt-. 


tuall Sedition and Rebellion, againſt 
the viſible Church and her Prelates, by 
thoſe, who having been.before lawfull Sub- 
getts , it 1s not every wrong which zs done 
ro the Charch and her Members , even 
in her Communion with them, which makes 
Schiſme,but ſuch onely where there ts found 
a ſeditions and rebellions party, ſtanding in 
open oppoſiticn and defiance of the Church, 
and her Communion, and raiſing a new ſe- 
parate Body amongſt themſelves, indepen- 
dent of her, under the appellation of Chriſti- 
ans, and deſtroying the unity of theChurch, 
and making a diviſion againſt her, 
' 


TRA 
Thirdly, becauſe it diſunites the ſoul 
of the divider, or Schiſmatique, from that 
God and thar Chrik, in regard of its per- 
ET — fecteſt 
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a. 4 
fo! aukbeg., = is 
{IH 


The Notion of Schiſme. 219 


feteſt union : the underſtanding being 
united unto God by a right faith, know- 
ledge, remembring and meditating on 
him, the will by truſt and hope, but prin- 


F. Cipally by love. Diſunited cherefore is the 


underſtanding by want of knowledge, by 
infidelity, by hereſie, or by forgetting of 
God : the will by ungodlineſle, unrighte- 
ouſneſs, ſchilme,and inordinate love. Now 
Schiſme 1s the violation of that ſpeciall 
love, which Chriſt came into the world 
ſpecially to eſtabliſh (the love eſpecially 
of the houſhold of faith) by his new Evan- 
gelicall law of love. A new commandment 
give I unto you, that ye love one anrther:h.e. 
7e his diſciples love his diſciples, and ſuch 
all true Chriftians are, and of ſuch is the 
Churches Communion made up. 
C. 6. 

Your third reaſon of disuniting from God 
the Underſtanding, Will, &c. even in this 
love of Church Communion , &c. uf by 
Communion you underſtand Unity , we 
admit ,if it be a full and compleat deſtru- 
on of love of that Communion, or Unity: 
But this can never happen by force of a 
ſole unjuſt excommumncation , as we ſhall 


Preſently ſee, 


L:3 F: 6: 


CI 
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oe wy a 

Nor may you obje&, or pretend this 

ſuperfluous for us;.to advertiſe. you of :' 

for we prove ir moſt materiall to be ſaid 


here to you, Firſt, becauſe aJl theſe three F . 


Reaſons of the tranſcendent and hainous 
Suilt of Schiſme, (which you cannot but 
acknowledge to be true reaſons thereof.) 
when committed, as aforeſaid, do as truly 
agree, t9 the properly, formally , mani- 
feſtly unjuſt cutting off thelive members 
of Chrilts myſtical body,(eſpecially when 


whole Churches are ſo injuriouſlycut off) 


which you would excuſe from Schiſme, 
though condemn as tyranny, and we con- 
demn as formal, criminal , and mortal 
Schiſme allo , as they do to him, that vo- 
luntarily ſeparates himſelf from the true 
viſible Church of Chriſt, (which is your 
onely Schiſmatique ) 
| CF. 

We deny your parity, and your conſe 
quence drawn from it, For cutting off au- 
ether by unjuſt Excommunication, includes 


init formally uo ſpiritaall Sedition-, mor 


Rebellion, 4#d: /ome' proper: Sohiſme, but 
[eparation. of ones ſelf (-mheredf\ ve-now 
ſpeake) from the while Church', Ocludes 
| formally 
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formally ſuch a Sedition ad Rebellion ; 

and therefore is alwayes Scbiſme. 
P. 7: 

Secondly, becauſe thoſe three Reaſons 


F. now given (which you cannot but ac- 


knowledge to. be true.) doe evidence, 
that your often aligned formall reaſon 
of-Schiſme, viz.. Contempt of. Catholtque 
Communion, (which Contempt you inter- 
pret to be ſomething, which is not found 
in a properly, formally , and manifelily 
unjuſt Excommunication of others, as 
ſach) 115: too narrow a meaſure, whereby 
yau Jet paſſe by, and eſcapefrom all guilt 
ot >chiſme, a great and hainoufly Suilty 
number of Schiſmatiques. | 
C. 8. 

We deny that narrowneſſe of our furmall 
angjin of Schiſme 5 or that it lets ſlip any 
one guilty of proper Schiſme, :as Schiſme 
5 treated by the holy Fathers : and you one- 
ly ſay, but prove not here , that ts & too 
#arrow, | 

PB... Qowinw) © 
- Now theſe Reaſovs do thew, "that not 
- onely contempt of | Carholique Commu- 
nion, but all want of the truth -of love of 
Catholique Communion , the.wagt, we 
L 3 | fay, 
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ſay, not onely of ſome degrees, but of 
the truth of the love of it, in men_-pro- 
felling Chriſtianity , whether it be from 
contempt of it, or from hatred of it, or 
envy of it , or loving it lefle then 
ſome worldly honour , dominion, plea- 
ſure, or profit, (whereas we are not 
faid - uſually to contemwne ail things, 
which | we . envy, or love leſſe then 
ſomewhat , that we injuriouſly pre- 
ferre) all want, we ſay, again, of 


the truth: of the love of Catholique 


Communion, proceeding to an ad eli. 
cite or imperate of violation, or le- 
ſfion.,, of externall Eccleſiaſticall Com- 
munion doth, as . truly and alwayes 
- evince ſuch ſ(inne againſt Catholique 
Communion to. be Schiſme , as Con- 
tempt of it doth: yea , we adde, that 
yet you may be pleaſed with us, com- 
 1ng up cloſe to you, to joyn in that 
iſſue, which , you. ſay; you do delire , 
Such want of the truth of the love of 
Catholiyne Commmunion , and not con- 
tempt of it , doth evince ſuch violation 
of externall Catholique Communion, as 


doth proceed fromit, to be alwayes Mor- - 


tall Criminall Schiſme. 
C. 9. 
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-We are moſt willing to joyn with yoh,Jas 
far af Chriſtian Trath will permit #s , and 
therefore freely grant y2g, that whenſoever 
the truth of the Iove of Catholique Com- 
munion i wanting, if by Communion 
Jou' underſtand Unity ) there is Schiſme, 
145 much \as" you do , and: that it 7s a' very 
near aiſpoſition to Schiſme : Bat we 
muſt confeſſe , that we cannot by any 


"means underſtand, how a Prelate {t- 


ving attually in Catholique Communic 
and Unity; and intending” fulty t6 live 
and aye in it, with a' preparation of minde 
to receive again Taro" the Chirth, whom 
frever through private ſpleen or envy , he 
hath anmiftly exctvmunicated,” when he 
ſpall be Iawfully' commanded to do it , ca 
traly be [aid towant the tratth of the Ione 
of \Cathcliqne Communion ,” i. 6 Cath 
ligne Unity, though he want many de- 
grees of the perfettton of it. For what can 
there be imagine#*t0\preſerve him thus ſo- 
idly and ſincerely in that Communion and 
"Onity withthe Charch , ſave a trae love 
of it 7 of how' can it poſſibly be concerved, 
that he-.could be ready to depoſe his provate 
envy, and revoke his unpuſt aft,rather then 
L 4 ſepa- 
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ſeparate himſelf by an univerſal Rebellion 
againſt the lawfull. commands of hu Ec- 
cleſcaſticall Superioars ; from Cathelique 
Communion and Vuity, if he did not reaily 


and truly love it ? Tilt therefore you de= 0; 4 


monſtrate, that ſuch a Prelate hath no true 
refpett, regard , or care 'at ull, tacouſerve 
himſelf in. Catholique communion and unity, 
' {which will never follow from he ſale ma- 


lice of au anjuſt Excommunication of 


ethers) you cannot convince, that he wants 
the truth of the love of Catholique Com- 
munion avd Unity... Zxrif ou mean ej, 
that want of tbe tx@rb of the lave-of Garbe- 
lique communion,whic bh may ce (ift.with the 


truth of the love of Catholique Unity ;-you 


deceive yorr ſelf, mhen...you ſay, that it is 
alwayes a proxima diſpoſitio to Schiſme:: 
For an excommunicated perſon; by a juſt 
Excommunication, who remains. for along 
time obſtinately under Excommunication, 
may be truly [aid to want the truth of the 
love of Catholique. Communion, in that 
ſenſe wherein.you ſeem 70 take it', that is, 
As Commuion us diſtiagued from Vuity, and 
Jet he-4s neither Schiſmatique ,\ nar" in. au 


+mmediate diſpoſition ta be a Sthiſmatique © 


and the reaſon 15, that though he want the 
| truth 
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tzuth of the love of Cathilique Commu- 
nion in this ſenſe , yet he retains the truth 
of the love of Catholique Unity , that +, 
he ts wholly reſolved not to deſtroy the Unity 
of the Church, by dividing himſelf ſeditt- 
onſly and rebelliouſly from her , and ſiding 
with others againſt her. 


«5% 

And yet when all this is ſaid, we do not 

ſay of the want of the truth of the love 
vr Catholique Communion, ; (as you do 
ot the Contempt of it) that it is the for- 
mal ratio of Schiſme. For both it may 
be withour Schiſme , (in that many men 
may want the truth of the love of Cathe- 
lique Communion , that neither have a 
will to ſeparate themſelves from the ex- 
ternall Communion , nor injurioully to 
thruſt , or cut off others from it:) and 
Schiſme may be without it, +:1z. fuch 
Schiſme, as proceeds from the ſinfull 
want. of. ſome due and bounden degrees 
of the love of Cathokque Communion, 
bur not from the want of the truth 
of Love of Catholique Communion. 
We have before proved , and given in- 
ſtances from your ſelves , that there-may 
be ſome Schiſme in ſome abuſed perſons, 
T4 | from 
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from ſome zeal not according to know- 
ledge, and yet not from crafſe, and 
affected. or mortally finfull ignorance, 
or blindenefle; which erroneous Zeale 


may lodge in the heart, wherein is the ** | * 


truth of the love of Catholique Com- 
munion , however the love be defeRive 
in ſome degrees. How be it, no mor- 
tall and criminall Schiſme can be with- 
our it; viz. without the want: of the 
true love of Catholique Communion : 
nor Schiſme , if from that root , can be 
otherwiſe then mortal! and criminal}; 
nor any, <chiſme at all , wichout ſome 
defe& of ſome degrees of the love of 
Catholique Communion. | 
{7 3'"C,. 1'#0c | 

We deny, that axwy Schifme whatſcever 
{ as Schiſme is underfiood by the holy Fa- 
thers ) can conſiſt with the truth of the 
Love of Catholique Communion : azd 
if ſuch $chiſme canbe., then (which we 
before objeited to you) theugh you could 
prove #5 fermall Schiſmatiques in ſome 
true ſenſe, according 10 your Principles, 
yet 3: would not -follow;, | that © we were 
crin:waalt, mortall Schiſmatiques ; and fo, 
ntnitkflanding that tight . Schiſme , we 
nile be [aved, P, 10. 


\ þ S. 
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P. 10. ge HE 
Therefore in- our aſlignation of the 
formalisratio of Schiſme, though we de- 
livered it thirteen ſeverall wayes of ex- 


. 'Preſling ourſelves, ver; we did notdeliver 


it to be that, '7he want of the truth of the 
love of Catholique communion ; nor could 
we have done it with truth : Burt accord- 


1ng tous, the formal:s ratio of * chilme 


was that: wncharitablenefſe.,, which is: an 
injurious att of the Will ( elicite or \tm- 

erate) terminated to the violation of ex= 
ternall Ecclefiaſticall Communion ; or, 
(which iz all one) to the wvidl.ition of the 
bond and benefit of Eccl-fraſticall. exter- 
nail Communion, Now all #acharitable- 
eſſe is not" neceſſarily; the want :of the 
truch of Charity , but of ſome [degrees 
of it ; for all fin alſo not mortal}, is 
ever from ſome defect in love. Second- 
ly. the want of ſufficient loye of Catho- 
liqu- Communion 1s alwayes: the caſa 
prexima, though not the formalss ratio, 
of Schiſme. "Thirdly, the want of -ſuffi- 
cient love-of Catholique Communion, 15 
alwayes the ca/a prexima , though not 
the formals ratio. of: Criminall Mortall 
Schilaae 2 £19) 5% 0.1 h7 1 

| C. 1, 
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| C. -1t. 
What & bere ſaid, ts ether anſwered al. 
ready , or makes nothing ag ainſt 1s. 
P 


FST'S SOL $653? 0:15 | Ek 
. And forthe ſame reaſon alſo, we, who 4 


do affirm againſt. you: , That: not onely 
contempt . of Catholique Communion, 
buc alſo all want of the truth of the love 
of Catholique Communion, renders the 
violation of Catholique Communion cri- 
minall and mortall Schiſme as well as the 


contempt of it : yet we advertiſe you, | 
that neither you can with truth call the _ 


contempt of Catholique Communian, 


according to. your Principles, the formals 


ratio of Schifme: | For the formal ratia 
of Schiſme cannot be without Schiſme;, 
nor Schiſme, without its formals ratio. 
But there may be contempr (which is firſt 
aad principally an a& of the Heart) of 
Catholique Communion, where the con- 
temner doth not voluntarily” ſeparate 
himfelf from the whole crue viſible 
Church, ( which is your definition of 
Schiſme.) For a man may. continue to 
live in that which he contemns. A perſon 
may deſpiſe thoſe with whom ,:and chat 
fociety in whych he doth continue daily 
, TO 
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'to-.converſe ; A man may haye no will 
to ſeparate himſelf from being a mem- 
ber of:;that Society,: Body, or Communi- 
ty, whoſe Commutitowyet he doth in his 


f toart deſpiſe and;:conterine; and, may 


baply ſometime not-ſpare to fay ſo. So 
that if this our diſcourſe cannot be by 
you denied , (as we believe -it cannot) 
either your definition of:-Schiſme is.not a 
true definition; or your: formal ratio of 
Schiſme . not the tftue formal ratios Or 
the formalss ratio of your Schiſme deti- 
ned, would be poſſible to be, where nei- 
ther the Definitum', nor the Definition 
were; of both which: yet' the formats 
ratio is ſtill the efſence. © Bit as to-our al 
ſignation of the wan; of the truth of love 
of Catholique Communion, as a ſurer 
zprrhproy of mortall Schifme in the D+- 
vider, then yours of the Contempt « Ca- 
thelique Communion';: you may hap 

_ .thatiyou ſometime put two: nw 
together, and fay the hatred and\contemps 
of Catholique Communion:, you; dv. fo 
indeed: but when yon require hatred and 
contempt both #0 eoncurre where na mor 
tall Schiſmeis;,' you do not declare;cthat 
anything: without contempt fills vp. the 
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reaſon, but rather the contrary. Yet-if 
you will now or hereafter declare to us, | 
that you mean either.contempe, or even | 
hatred alone of /Catholique Communion - -/ 
ſufficeth tothe formall reaſon ,' we will ®-*1'4 
—_— of it; and not think it manly to 
purſue to-criticize, as you do ten lines 
together upon our words, { The wie- 
Jatwon' of the bond and ''benefit of Eccle- 
baſticall Communion) telling. us that we 
ſpeak: obſcurely ; becauſe "it appeares 
not , ay you, from. the preciſe words, 
whether we intend in thoſe words ( of 
the "bond and benefit of E cclefiaſticall | 
Communics) in a' conjundtive 'onely,,or | 
alſo in a disjunRtive fenſe;,*( which we 
ſpake dire&tly and ſimply in a. conjun- 
Rive ſenſe, as our conjunGive particle 
there expreſſed did fignihe : )..we ule 
-disjunQives, when we ſpeak disjuntive- 
ty ;-and conjunRtives, when+ we: mean 
conjunQively; yer you: :will :needs; un- 
derſtand our words: there in a ſenſe dif. 
mnive., from - conjeRures'; which we 
- willrefute; when we are-come to ſpeak 
to it;-- Mean while, as to: your words, | 
as obſcure: and . ambiguous:;ſure,” 'che | 
batred and contempt -of Catholique' Cons | 
| Wn, | 
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munica, affix you one ſenſe -or- other, 
which you pleaſe. If your ſay that 


| batred alone, though not conrempr' of 


Catholique Communion , adjoyned' to 
the unjuſt Excommunicators unjuſt Ex- 
communication of others, renders'it for- 
mally- and mortally ſchiſmaticall ; then 
we muſt again demand of you, whether 
you do intend , that all want*of the 
cruth of the love of Catholique:Com- 
munion in Chriſtians, is as: it were; in- 
rerpretively hatred of it, (if you think 
tir fo to fpeak, you may) then we im- 
mediarely in this very place joyn ifſue 
with' you upon the whole queſtion -be- 
twixt us, and profeſle , this whole Con- 
troverſie(if you: will) may be ended in 
this hour. 8 


C12... 

All this asſcour'e 1s a meer ſtranger to 
the Conftirution of our formalis ratis,'ox 
proper notion of Schiſme. For we neither 
conſtitute 1t tm an internall contempt. 
nor hatred of Catholique Communion, 
but 14 a voluntary ſeparation from. the 
whole Chureh- of Chrift ; * which x the 
eſſence of Schiſme delivered in. our "De 

finition. 
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finition. And therefgre we often repeat, 
that the formall reaſon of Schiſme cannot 


poſſibly be conceived to conſiſt in. any thing, - 


{ave a ſeparation of ones ſelf. from x 


whole Church : which ſaying of ours, gave **('* 


occaſion to this while Controverſie of the 
formalis ratio, 4s you kyow, and as appears 
in the beginning of this Chapter. And 
when. we. name contempt or; hatred, we 


take it for. a complete contempt, cs ha- 
trec 


red, -both in .the internall and externall 
atts : and therefore we joyn not onely con- 
tempt and hatred rogether , (as you ob- 
ſerve) which may be true of the internall 
atts onely.; but which you might as eaſily 


have obſerved . had Jou pleaſed) we J07n 


contempt ad relinquiſhing , contempt 
ard rejection, contempt, hatred, awd 1e- 
paration of one from Catholique Commu- 
nion together : which ſhew evidently , that 
we.not oxely ſpeak, of an.externall andeom- 
plete contempt , but of fſach a Comtempt ,as 
& an externall relinquiſhing, ad reje&- 
ipg of Catholique Communicn ana Unity, 
And when we , after theſe explications of 
eur ſenſe, name contempt alone , it 5s for 
brevity's ſake ; ſuppoſing. ,. that we bad 
wade. our felves ſufficiently to be under- 


ood, 


- 
Atm <onat$2cr Af oc 2» 2a , 
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of love of\ Catholique « I 
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” Ta. 


mi ro underſtand. Me. 
wy 0 3 
For (for the love of Go d) tell us, 1'Y 


|.3 P ther you do not believe, as well as we, 


that in every properly , formally, mani 
feſtly unjuſt Excommunication:of others, 
4s {uch,4n Tenſt ormiadr; as ut $A prope 
.-wanifelt..,: y/ unzuſt-. Excommunication pf 
others , (not onely as it is an unjuſtice, 
but as it} is an uujuſt Excommunication-; 
and that is that our Definition requires 0 
be 1pcluded,z-not | egy; wajuſtice , but 
every. proper- formally manifeſt. wajuſt 
'E xcopm nnication) whether (we layJeve- 
ſuch , 45 /#c4;, doth not alwayesin- 
cludein its bowels, the want of thetruth 
p {On ?. If 
BO. then hethar fo. mortally fins (as you 


acknowle ye by cutting off ,maniteltly 
unjuſtly. a 


ve Member of Chriſts wy 4 
call Body from Catholique Communion, 
doth-not mortally ſin sgaisſ}Catholique 


Communion ;' or thoygh'he do,- yet may 
.have the. truch of the ldveof Catholique 


Communion, in: him.:\ which is certainly 
tholique truth, 
That all mortall fin agaiuſt any, ever 
proceeds 
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|| proceeds"from the wantof "the' truth of 
| love of that, againſt. which the mor- 
tall ſinne is committed. For ſure! 
Charitas, or the truth of love of God 7 E 
our Neighbour , or of Catholique Com-**Þ 
munion:, cannot poſlibly / conſiſt with 
mortall'ſinne' againſt God ,-our Neigh- 
| bour, 'or of Catholique: Communiort : 
If yew,h. e." if you ackhowledpe /'thir 
every properly, formally, manifeſtly 
anjuſt Excommunication 'of others, a 
ſuch, 1ncludes'in it 'alwayes-the want of 
- the: truth of love' of Catholique' Com. 
| nuniott; and'yield before, -(a5was £19. 
 poſedabove) that-the want of the truth 
| of the love of Catholique Communian, 
'f | betheſame with what you call the harred 
| -of "Catholique Communion; and char 
be the frmali#rativof Schiſine ; "then let 
any judge', whether this queſtion denvt 
in this'very inſtant ended; in that it is - 
now agreed betwixt'us , That every for. - 
|| mall proper confeſſed unjuſt Excommu- 
(| -nication.of others, /zch , hath ih ir al- 
wayes' that which renders -it' neceſfarily 
'formall'Schiſme; (viz. wart of the'trurh 
of the love of Catholique Communim) and 
{o is formally Schiſme, T0 
| 6 © 


F 
| 


ET T.conceive to be contrary to the love of God. 
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| C.'r4: RE OE 
The love of God onght to make us both | 

ao, and ſuffer much; and we hope, will : 


Jet it cannot zcline #1 to do what we truly” 


We anſwer therefore to your demand, 
that every Major Excommunication, 
which 1" wnjuſt , i a' mortall fin againſt 
the Fuſtice and Charity, which we"owe to 
our Neighbonr , but not xcceſſarily a+ 
gainſt the truth of the love of Catho> 
lique Communion , even though you un 
derſl and it onely (as you ſcem'to dv) of 
Atlnal (rmmunion ; with which way cons 
fft the truth of the love of Catholiqur Unt> 

ty: For it may /o happen, that becanſe one 
bath ſo ſtreng a loveto C ai hbolique C 0798= 
munion him(elf ,, and ſogre-t an eftcrm of 
it, the hatred and envy , which: the unjuſt 
Excommunicator bears ag ainſt him, whom 
he excommunicates unjuſtly, 6 the cauſe, 
that he deprives him of ſo great a good; and 
the greater that be eſtecms that good ; the 
more he ts carried by hu hatred tothe per= 
ſon, to deprive him of it. ' Thus aGovernor 
of a Conuntrey may #rjuſtly baniſh an mno« 
cent perſon, becauſe he envies him the hap» 
pineſs of that{ ommonwealtb, which he him- 


ſelf 


eee ee att the 
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felf loves moſt tenderly :'T hus exceſs of ha- 
tred may trauſportone to.deprive auother of 
the joyes of heaven , though. be love then 


paſſrnately himſelf. - Secing therefore the 
unjuſt deprivers of others , whether it be** 


of. Heaven, or of the ſociety of ſome flou- 
riſbing Commonywealth,or of Church Com- 


munion, may ſpring tarmally and direfUy . 


from a hatred to the perſons ſa deprived, 
and not from-a want of love and efteem of 
that, whereof they deprive them , it can ne- 
ver be gathered from an unjuſt excommuni- 
e4tion, quatalis, that zt deſtxoyes the truth 


of the love of that Communion, whereof out 


of. private hatred he deprives anothes: 
which 3s ſufficient to. anſwer your . dev 


1. df you ſbonld preſs your objeftion further, 
that the uvjuſt Excommunicator. cannot 
but ſee, that by reaſon of his unjuſt Ex 
£ommunication, not onely the perſon excome- 
municated, but the Church alſo it ſelf, is 
wotably injured, and ſo muſt fin mortally, 
wot- onely againſt the perſon excommunicas» 
ted, but againſt the Church, in injuring her 
in. her. Communion , aud depriving her 
wrongfully of one of her true members, 
1 anſwer , firſt , that 46 4 Kingaowme or 

| Commons= 
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| 
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Commonwealth eſteemes not | it ſelf mor« 
tally injured, when ſome private perſons are 
unjuſt ly outlawed, or bamphed; fo' long us 
he who did tt, is ready to reflore then, when 


"Þ.apon juſt complaint he ſhall-be' Inwfully 


commanaed to do it : ſo neither efteems the 
Charch, that it 1 an mortall injury to her, 
to ſejoyn for a time from hey attnall Com- 
munion, unjuſtly, ſome perſons, when the 
anuſt Excommunicatonr ts 11 the like aiſ= 
Poſition of reſtoring them, We' anſwer, 
ſeconaly , T bat though by unjaſt Excom- 
mnxication, by reaſon of the great multi= 
tudes, who may be excommunicated', or 
otherwiſe,the Church may be grievduſly in 
jured by depriving 'ber of her. Communion 
with them , yet the Unity-of the Church 
remains ſtill entire, becauſe there*'3s no 
breach of Unity committed, neither by the 
unjuſt Excommunitcatour , nor by the un- 
juſtly excommunicated , they living *buth - 
peaceably, and achnowledging the 'due an- 
thority' of their Swuperionrs. Now youm:feenus 
to 5 tobe deceived in this , us wetouched 
above, vis. T hat all-wiolation of the extor« 
nall Communion, which proceeds from want 
of: the » truth-*of the four of © Carholiqus 


Communton',\" is \erimmull ana moral 
otkd” Schiſme, 


ang—ote> —— Hf x oath — A Ae 


Schiſme, even when that want of the truth © 
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of the lave of Catholique ( ommunion cone 


bs a ", | F #2 
Y a He 

"x + 

c : 


fsſts with the truth of 'the love of (atho= ; | 


ligque Unity. Fer it u the love of  (atho= 
lique Unity, and not of Communion, which 
i contrary to Schiſme. A perſon, who 
being Canonically admoniſhed under pain 
of Excommunication , permits himſelfe 
10 fall into "Excommunication, violates 
externall (ommunion ; and this proceeds 


from a want of the truth of the love of 


( atholique (ommunion :. and yet he us 


- #0 Schiſmatique , becauſe be ſtill re 
' mains peaccably in ( atholique Unity, 


and. acknowledgement of his Superionrs, 
and makes no divifuon from them. For 
Schiſme # adeftrattion of Unity, and not 
of aituall Communion onely ; as all un« 


derftand : and if you had ſeriouſly reflett- 


ed on thu truth , thu whole diſpute might 
bave been. prevented. . For alluall: Car 
thaligue Communion alone , 5s.-onely. an 
exerciſe of Catholique Unity ; but (atho- 


ligne Unity z the root and ground of it ; 


and as long as that Unity remains unvis- 
lated , there can be no Schiſme, though 
the (ommunion':be not attually. exirci- 
Jed :.. For. nothing: but Separation: and 


Divi- 


. . 
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_Þ-. Diviſion of one thing into parts, 'or of 
© parts from the whole, can deſtroy the 
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Unity of any thing; and ſo long as the 


.&- Unity of. the whole remains, it. is not poſ- 


Ee . 
|... | 
Ak #*» 8 *\ 
| ; 

Y . 


ſible to . conceive a; Diviſion of that, 


|: which #4 ove thing, into parts, or_one part . 


divided from the whole. Seeing there- 
fore Schiſme un a Rent, or Diviſion of 


. that Unity, and: of nothing elſe, ſo long- 


45/that Unity remains ,. whether | excerci- 


'- ſed or: no by .altuall Communion , there. 
. cannot. poſſibly he' any Schiſme. For 


Schiſme ( 4s you have acknowledged 


even from the word it ſelf ) #s 4 cnt- 


151g. in two, renting and dividing mto 
parts , that which-was one before, &c. 
whenſeever therefore: this is . not done, 
ihere cannot poſſibly be any Schiſme. 
Naw who ſets not, that when perſons are 
excommunicated, whether jufly or un- 


' juſtly ,. {o long as. they remain in the ac- 


khnowledgement of the, Paſtowrs Anthority 
quietly and prateably',. that the Unity re« 
wains ftill? there being no diver foty of 
parts raiſed up by thens. | 3 

If you objeft , that it 14 not poſſibleto. 
conceive , bow a part ſhould. be: cutoff 
from thi Church (as it44 by Eacommnndr 
Wi cation) 
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cation) and yet no diviſios maae of that | 
part from the whale, we anſwer, firſh,. 
Fhat-all Diviſion from the Church is:n 


ſnſfitient for Schifmnr ;\ fir then i juſt. B __ .. 


communication, where; as true," a Diviſion 
from the Church 1s made (nay much tywer 
then in nnjnff}Excommunication) Schiſme 
ſhould: be committed.” ' For as is above deli- 
vered," Schiſme muſÞbe a ſinfull; canſeleſs, 
precipitous (and in. thar"feuſe 'volumary) 
ſoparation ;*or"'aio3frow* from the Church. 
Secdndly, we anſwtr'; That \Excommuni- 
eation makes a divifm  onely | from" the 
attualt (ommiunion with the 'Chareh', but 
mukes not: that part excommunicattd rp be 
iudependant of the Churth'; and fo wholly 
draunitet from the economy and powerns 
ment of the Church; and conſequent! 
wakes mo diviſion in the Unity of the 


Charch : for' perſons excommunicated (by - | 


force 'of ar Es \ nelphev. 
are exempted; no exempt thomfelues,\frony 
the Spitiaatl wr oter ho Chyureh.' but 
remitin. in one: Politique body with" the 
Church , as they dit before ;\ though for a 
tinor-diſebedient to thoſe, whoſe power over 
them they nolyowledge; Ara perſon 'who = 
is vlawediin a.Commuewralth, thongh - 


) e 
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be morally excommunicated and deprived 
of the Priviledges and Benefits of the Law, 
and other advantages of the (ommon- 


.'- wealth, yet be remains ſtill, and acknow- 
4Þ. ledges bimiſelf to remain a true Subjebt of 


that C ommonwealth, and makes one Polt= 
tique Body with it. Or as apart of the Ba- 
ay withered and aryed up, remains ſtill in 
ſome ſort wnited to the Body, and depen- 
dent of it, thongh it be deprived of the com- 
mnnion of thoſe vitall ſpirits and comforts, 
which the living and n/efull parts have. 
We anſwer, thirdly, That thongh it ſhould 
be granted, that excommunicated perſons 
are divided from the ('burch in ſome ſenſe, 
yet that diviſion 1s not ' ſufficient for 


Schiſme: for there may be a donble Di- 


vifon from the Church, the one meerly pti- 
vative or Negative, tbe other Poſitive, 
The Privative, or Negative Diviſion ts, 


| when the part divided u for the time of its 


diviſion no more of the Church, but yet it 


| wot ag ainſt the Church by.any Poſutive op= 


poſition. The Poſitive Diviſion 1s , when 
the part divided oppoſes the Church, ſides 
againf# the (hurch, condemns and defpiſes 
be ({/burch,and its Governours, and ſtands 
in open defiance of the ((hnrch. Now this 

| M ſecond 
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ſecond Diviſion onely , by the Vmverſall 
con{ent of the holy Fathers and Tradition, 
w4s alwayes efteemed Schiſme ; and'no teſſe 


then this was ever eſteemed Schiſme a- 
mongſt them , as we have. already proved. ij: 


Whence follows, (ſuppoſong what we have 
ſaid before ) that he , who excommunicates 
others unjuſtly , ts neither a Schiſmatique 


himſel(, nor a_ true cauſe of Schi{me ; be» © 


canſe he nexther makes himſelf, nor cauſes 
others to make , ſuch a Peſitive Diviſian, 


as this now deſcribed ws, from the Church ; 


without which , never was, nor ever can be- 


Echiſme. 
F 


We confeſle , for all your words you. 
might yer fay ,*if you will, that thongh: 


you make hatred and contempt of Catho- 
Iique Communion to be the- proper «gt- 
74,400 of formall Schifme , yet that.you 
mean , that hatred, guſt have contempe. 
_ Joynedwith it, or-elfe that it is.not\ag+ 
cording.to you ſufficient, This, if you 
ſay ; the Controverſie is not. ended., we 
confelle, but yet in' all reaſon near-an 


end, to them that obſerve the difference 
'twixt aſſertions, of which-ſome.reaſon. 


may be imagined , and 'thoſe. of -which, 
none 
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| nonecan be. For tell us, we pray, why 


hatred of Catholique Communion , or 
envy ' of . Catholique Communion , or 


 '{ - emulation of Catholique Communion,or 
LO] Þ bf . , FP 7 . p I , 
-*T*any want of the'truth of love of Catho- 


Iique Communion, in thoſe that call 
themſelves Chriſtians, ſhould not as truly 
render the unjuſt Excommunicatour for- 
mally ſchiſmaticall, as well as the con- 
tempt of Catholique Communion. We 
would fam know , what hath contempt 
more of ingredience into. Schiſme, then 
hatred, yea, then envy, or want of love. 
Surely one, the commonneft ſource of 
Schiſme being pride and ambition, in ſet- 
ting up another Communion in oppolſi- 
tion to the Catholique Commnnion , is 
not onely as much, but rather Emnlation 
then Contempr of Catholique Commu- 


non. 
IC... 5 | 
We ftioikyl neither upon the internall ats 
of Hatred, Contempt, Emulation, want of 
Love, &c. ( as we mw told you) in the con- 
ſtitution-of our formall reaſon of Schiſme : 
we neither have , nor do acknowledge any 
other, then what we delivered in our Defi- 
nition, viz, A voluntary ſeparation of 
| M 2 ones 
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ones ſelf from the whole true- vifible 
| Church of Chriſt , /er char ſeparation pro-: © 
ceed from what of thoſe roots it will , and | 
let which of thoſe, you pleaſe, be the ori= |. 
givall root, remote or immediate diſpoſition a | 
to it, as ſometimes one may be, and ſome= 
times another , now more axd then fewer of 
them, according to different circumſtances 
and aff eftions of perſons : if that, as you 
confeſſe , touches not the formall reaſon, 
but the cauſe,or motive,to fall into Schiſm: 
we treat of a full and compleat Schiſme, 
centaining both the internall and the exter- 
wall afts of it ,, this we ſay , us a voluntary 
ſeparation of ones ſelf from the whole | 
Church, and nothing elſe. 
F.- 14. 

But indeed the want of the truth of 
 loveof it, is the one root of all thoſe vi- 
- tious Aﬀections, whether Hatred, Envy, 
Emulation, or Contempt of it, as the 
Love is the ſumme of all the; oppoſite 
Verrues. et 


C. 15. 
If the want of the truth of the love of 
 Catholique Communion ( as you underſtand 
Communion) be the one root of theſe witi- 
cats aff eftions, which ( at leaſt ſome of thens 
as 
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as you ſaid juſt now of Enulation, way be; 
and are often the cauſes of Schiſme, or diſ*- 
poſitions toit ,, how came you to ſay above, 


4.. that the want of the trath of the Iove of 
-5T7** Catholique Communion, 13 alwayes the 


cauſa proxima of Schiſme 7? Nay, hw fall 
Jou upon this other contrariety yet a little 
before , that the want of the truth'of the 
love of Catholique Communion may pre- 
reed from the Contempt, or Hatred, or En- 


' wyof it, &c. when you ſay, ſpeaking of 
| that want , whether it be from contempt 


of it, or from hatred of it, or from envy 
of it? &Cc. Thxs you make the tree to pro- 
ceed from the root , and the rut from the 
tree; thus you' make that Live both to be 
alwayes a cauſa proxima of Schiſme, and 
yer ſometimes to be no cauſa proxima, bur 
remota ; and thus you ſay what yoa pleaſe, 
#0 ſerve your preſent occaſion, without any 
reflexion on what you ſaid before, 
FF 
Why alſo were the Fathers here for- 
Sot ? when they deſcribe 'Schiſme and 
Schiſmatiques , 15 it by Contempt onely, 
or onely by Hatred ? Is it not by want 
of love? Schiſmaticus, qui'non diligit..... 
S$chiſmaticus ,quia non diligit proximnm.... 
A 3 Schi/ma- 


2.46 T he Notion of Sehiſme. 
Schiſma Contra Charitatem, ac Hareſis 
contra Fidem...,, Indeed the whole Con- 
troverſie being again cleared, if this be 
clear, we will produce the words of the 
Fathers themſelves: - 
C. 16. | 
\  Whichof us ever denyed, or ſo much as 
queſtioned, that Schij we © contra chati- 
ratem, &Cc. againſt Charity, &c. The pre- 
ſent © weſtion is, Whether every unjuſt Ex- 
communication of others , which proceeds 
cut of the want of the truth of the love of _ 
Cathilique Communion, that ts, of aiual ' 
Communion onely , with the reſt of Chri- 
fttans , (for that alone us taken away by 
Excommunication ) be mortally {chiſmati- 
call : now let us ſee , whether the Texts of 
the Fathers here cited by yous prove this. 
i oh (4 reac 
St. Anguſtin. lib. 2. contra Donatiſt. 

Nobss oftendit Dominus Deus mnoſter per 
pacificum Epiſcopum Cyprianum , & illos 
qui conſenſerant , quantum [it Catholica 
UVuitas diligenda., ut ip eo 9ued aliter ſar 
piebaut , donsc. 1d quoque D eus revelurer, 
tolerarent potizes diverſa ſentientes-,' quam 
fe ab ets nefario Schiſmate ſepararent. 
\Where St, Anguſtive makes the Nor-love 
of 
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of Catholique Unity, or Communion,the 
rootof nttarious Schiſm. 

MR 1009! 
Sr. Auguſtine there ſpeaks of the love 


: . of Catholique Unity oxely, (Catholica uni- 
tas diligenda ) zot of attuall Cathclique 


Communton, 4s you onely do; which we 


' have nom proved t6 be different ; and puts 


the formall reaſon of moriall Schiſme the 
very ſame with ours, quam ſe ab eis ne- 
fario Schiſmate ſepararent , rather then 
to dividethemlſelves:from them (that 5; 
from:thoſe -of the Catholique Unity , who 
held the contrary opinion to $t, Cyprian) 
by 'a wicked $ehi/me.- This you 'n0t onely 


4 prove nor your formull reaſon by this Text 


ag ainſt-us '; batt rode nv: formall reaſon 


_ agatnſt your filers '1t- ſtems you were" 1 


very great want of proofs”; when you taks 

up ſuch as theſe, ** | 
St. Anruſtine , lib. De- Fide & Sym- 
bolo', cap. ' 8. \'Quapropter nee Hereticus 
pertines ad EcclefiamCathilicam, quia nit 
dilipit Denm', nee Schiſmaticnt, quia neon 
ailigit proximum. 
| C. 18. | 
This Text muſt either ſuppoſe , that 
M 4 there 
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there 1 no want «> love of our Neighboar, 
beſide the want of truth of the love: of 
Catholique Communion , (which ſwppo- 
fetion is manifeſtly falſe) or it touches not | 
the leaſt , that which you pretend to prove "F- 
from it. | d111D 287 

P. 18. ' 

St. Auguſtine lib. 7. contra. DonatiSt. 
cap. 26. Et hic confitetur (Geminianus) 
apertiſſime quoſdam de Cullegins ſuis di- 
verſa ſenſiſſe : unde etiam atque etiam 
confirmatur amor wnitatis , quid: ab inui- 
cem nulla ſchiſmate ſeparats ſunt , donec 
alter eorum, fi quid altter ſaperent, Deus 
revelaret.. ASabove St. Aug»ſtine made 
the Net-love of Catholique Unity , the 
root of criminal Schiſme , ſo here the 
love of Catholique UV»zry the cauſe; that 
no Schiſme was foundin ſuch, -- -. - - - 

| SB | By a | 

It was not, as at ſeems, ſufficient for you, 
ro have once , not onely not proved youy T e- 
et, by miſtaking Unity for Commnnion; 
and to have proved onrs,by ſhewing Schiſme 
to conſiſt in the ſeparation of Chriſtians one 

from another, in the citation of your Texts ; 
but to be ſure that both theſe ſhould be 
really gone , you do them here the ſecond 


time, 
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| 
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time, as appears by the words of thus Text, 
Amor unitatis,.... Nullſo Schiſmate: ſe- 
parati. 

P. 19. 


Ex "gre Aagnns, Expoſit. Moral.TS. 
in fo 


b, cap.28. cap.24. Alii quippe prava- 
de Deo ſentiunt, alii reta Deo auRtore 
tenent, ſed unitatem- cum fratribus non. 
tenent : 111i errore fidei , iſti vero Schi/-. 
matis perpetratione divifi ſunt. Unde 
& in ips4 prima parte Decalogi utra-- 
rumque partium culpe reperiuntnr , cum 
divina voce dicitur ,. Diliges Dominvm 
Deum tuum ex toto corde tuo; & ex tot. 
anima tua, & ex tota virtute tui : atque: 
mox ſuþditur , Diliges proximum tuum, | 
ſicut teiplum. Qui enim-de Deo-perverſa- 
ſentit, liquet protecto , quia Deum non 
diligit, Qui vero de Deorrecta ſentiens,, 
2 ſantz Eccleſiz unitate diviſus- eſt, 
conſtat, quia proximum non diliget ;- 
quem habere ſocium recuſat. Quiſquis: 
ergo ab hicunicate matris Eccleſiz, five: 
per. Hzreſim de Deo: perverſa ſentiendo; 
five errore Schiſmaticis- proximum' non” 
diligendo dividitur; charitatis hujus gra-- 
tia privatur. | 


250 The Notion of Schiſme. 


And that you may be cock;ſure net to 
miſſe theſe your miſtakes , to the two far- 
mer you add a third non-probation of your 
own probandum, and prebaticn of our for- 
mall reaſen : 4 ſantz Eccleliz-unitate, 
from the Unity of the holy Church, there's 
yours firſt : diviſus eſt, 5 divided ; there's 
eur ſecond. Are not theſe three ſound profes 
from the holy Fathers ? | 

P. 20. | 

But by: #0z ailigtt Proximum in theſe 
teſtimonies, we know muſt be underſtood 
the zot-/ove of our Neighbour, with that 
ſpeciall Evangelical love, which Chriſt 
hath commanded to. be among all: his 
Diſciples, amongſt all the members of his 
Body, asthey. are undcr him the Head, 
Joyned Logether in one Body , and in one 
Communion Eccleſiaſticallof one Body; 
and ſo.» diligit Sehiſmaticrus is properly 
that which, we ay, That want of the 
truth of the- love of Catholique: Com- 
munion muſt be, wereeverthene is any 
Schiſme-, or formal:s. rata. of any; the 
leaſt Schiſme at all. 

1.04 £535 Get Th | 

We abſclately deny ( as we hawe almayas 
adenyed) that theſe Fexts can be underſtood 


of 
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of the want of the truth of the love of Ca= © 


| __ actuall Communion, which onety 


% taken away by unjuſt Excommunicaticn; 


-}.'- - for they clearly ſpeak of the love of Cas 


Es 


"Ss 


chotique Unity ; which , as it z8 the root of 
Catholique AStuall Communion , | {0 can 
that Unity remaine without that aftuall 
Communion, as we have ſhewed'* that*be« 
ing (as theſe holy Fathers here ſay )-for- 
mally deſtroyed onely' by Diviſion and Se 
paration of ones ſelf from and azainſ} the 
Church, not by Excommunication , whe- 
ther juſt or unjuſt, from the altuall Com: 
mnniou with it. For to be Schiſme, the 
Unity of the Church muſt be rent sn pieces, 
and thoſe parts, which before Schiſme were 
in the Unity of the Body, or adhering to it, 
and no way oppoſing themſelves againſt it by 
Schiſme, become rent off from it, and main- 
rain that rent which they have made, po- 
fetively and ſeditionfly , as ſeparate parts, 
againſt it. When | therefore an anjuſt Ex- 
communicatour pretends to cut others off 
from the Communion of the Church,that u«, 
to make thoſe no parts of the Church, which. 
befire wore parts, (which is the utmoſt that © 
any affirm, can be effefted by Excommus- 
meation )  h# commits neither $chiſme- 
himſelf, 
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linſclf, nor. ts the cauſe of Schiſmne in 
others , becauſe he neither (editionſly. atts 
45 4 part ſeparate from , and againſt the 


Church, neither intends he, or effefts, that 
ethers ſhould do ſo. Now that he, who un= 


juſtly and ſinfully rage to. make one 10. 


part of the Church in thus ſole Negative 
manner , may be neither a Schiſmatique, 
27 4 cauſe of Schiſme, ss evident . for he, 
who frandently perſwades another to be- 
come an Infidel , or Ethmique, (though he 
who perſwades be a Chriſtian). and wholly 
to renounce Chyiſt and his Religion, makes 
that perſow, who before was a part of the 
Church, to become no part of it , and yet © 
he us neither Schiſmatique, mr a cauſe of. 
Schifme : And he who wilfully kills an- 
ather , intending to have him dye in ſtate of. 
Aoriall fn, does what in him lies, to make 
him, who was a part of the Charch, to be- 
come no part of it ,, and yet he #« neither 
Schiſmatique, nor cauſe of Sehiſme : that 
then he become either the cone or the other, 
he muſt either att himſelf as a part, and 
body ſeparate from the Church, againſt the- 
Charch; or he muſt intend to make others: 
70. ao fo. . The unjuſt Excommunicatogr: 
therefere makes oxely a non-union,ox ceſſa- 
x £101. 
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tion of an Vnion of ſome part tothe Charch, 


' which # nat Schiſm, bat makes no diſunion, 


or diſſention of that part from and againſt 


, the Charch, which onely #5 Schifme. - And 
#® here we have direitly and amply anſwered 
your Objetion, made. unto ws, ut ſupra, 


Pag. 199. That a Pope, or' Patriarch, un- 
juſtly excommunicating others, 1 no Schiſ- 
mg becauſe he makes onely. a. Privi- 
tive non-#nion or ceſſatton of Ki a part 
f the Charch in ber afluall Communion, © 
ut no Poſitive diſunion, on diſſenting ſepa- 
ration from and againſt the Charch, which 
7s onely termed a Rent, or Schiſme, among ſt 
Chriſtians by the holy Fathers. 
FeE:2t: 

Fhis, which you perhaps, inftead of 
confuting , willcall-a long digreſſfion, is 
ſo materiall:, that beſides what we- have 
ſaid, that upon your anſwering one or: 
two queſtions, it brings the: whole Con-- 
troverſie- viſibly to - an immediate iſſue, 
nearer at leaſt then eyer yet 'it cameto- 
betwixt us: alſo the obſervation , that: 
the want of the love of C atholique Commu-" 
»ion being as certainly: the reviction/of 
formall 'mortall-Schifme in the divider, : 
(which you -muſi- deny)as the —— 
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of Catholique Communion, (which you 


aſſert) will ſo. much ſhortea all che fol- 
lowing diſcourſe, that it ſelf almoſt alone 


anſwers - whatſoever Arguments you -'|_-- 


frame direQlyagainſt our formall reaſon® ; A ; 


of -Schifme. in all. your following Papers, 
that you have! brought in; and difolves 


your Anſwers £0-OUr | Arguments for the - 


moſt part. 
C43. 


Whether theſe long « FI wore dj- 


grefſtons, or no, we es ro the Reagers , 
as alfe how near you have brought the con- 
 troverfie toan end, and anſwered the m_ 
part of our Arguments by them. 

P. 22. 

Secondly, fince when we had at your 
defire affigned you. our formal reaſon of 
Schiſme, three ſeveral! wayes for more 
perſpicuity expreſſed, you without ever 
exphicately faying down yours, betake you 
preſently'to impugne ours:, onely'intwo 
words youlet fall , as inſimuating ſome- 
thing you: would: require to the formall 
realon-of Schiſme, viz; Conrempr of Ca» 
tholique Communion,and fonectime Ha- 
rretl ani Contempt of Cathohkgue Com-' 
munion: and theſe 'twe words PR 
ly 
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ly in numberlefle places repeated : there- 
fore we thought beft once far all roge- 

- ther, to ſpeak tothem. Tp SOR] 
| Af 3% 
® . Ton have carped at us above, for having 

a firſt without a ſecond, and here oive us 

leave to minde _ that you have a ſecond, 

nay and a third tco,withoxt a firit,, Torhar + 

of Contempt, Hatred, &c. we have an- 

ſmered already. | 
| £;\2.3; | 
Thirdly", the Paragraph of yours. to 
which we anſwer in alt , this being thar, 
where you oppoſe againſt us the commer 
apprehenfion , which all -underitanding 
Chriſtians have, and ever. have had; of 
this horrid fin of Schifme, thatevery one; 
who is guilty of it, cannot, nor ever was 
endured to be called a member of the Ca- 
tholique Church, and conſequently\ was- 
out of the tate of ſalvation :* as if; be-*. 
cauſe we ſaid; Se: Pat taxethntha Corin-* 
thians with -Schifmes;and calts chem Car" 
all for them, and yet inthe fame Chap-- 
ter and Verſe-, he” acknowledpes. them- 
Babes:in Chrift, thereforeyouwonld'per- 
ſwadeyour Audirors;thatyowrwere more” 
zealous oppoſers'of Sehiffnein hits Con-* 


troveriie 
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troverſie then we ;.and that St. Pax! ſpake 
umproperly , calling that Schiſme; which 
properly was not ſo. ' 

C240 


| *. Ton have an excellent art in chipping 5: x 


ever difficulties , when you cannot ſolve 
chem. Here you put our Objettion home 
enough * But what ſay you to it ? Is the 
thing we ſay (and you acknowledge we ſay 
ſo) true or no? Did we here oppoſe a- 
]Sainſt you, ſay you, the common apprehen- 
fron, which all anderſtanding Chriſtians 
have ever had of this horrid ſon of Schiſme #' 
that every one, whos guilty of it; cannot, 
mor ever was endured to be called a member. 
of the Catholique Charch,, &c. This us 
very true ; we objett this againſt you. But 
what ſay yer.tout ? Is the thing objefted: 
true or no ? not a word: of that.. Had all 
underſtanding Chriſtians alwayes ſweb a 
per/ſwaſion, or no? nota word to thus, If 
they had, ſay we , then you. go againſt the 
perſwaſion of all underſtanding Chriſtians : 
if they had not, why. have you not denied it ?. 
Bat. it ſeems Jo# are wiſe enough to be- ſie 
lent where nothing can be-ſaid. But. de not 
Jaw manifeſtly ſay. the contrary to all. un= 
derſtanding Chriſtians: Not a word to this: 


. meither.. 


EEC 
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weither. Ton' cannot deny it; becauſe you 
have already delivered it often" in" your 
Papers ; and yet you will not acknowledge 


''{'- Stet you ſhould be convinced (by your own 
oO :0 clear confeſſion) fo held COntr ar to all de 


derftanding ( briſtians,” ©1169 

What ; A was to be done ? to'fay no> 
thing, but make a ſilent glibbe tranſition 
t0 another queſtion. Call you this bl 
ng. Tou glide over to St. Paul.” 'T he 
Queſtion 14 not now,' whether St. Paul 
ſp+ ker of proper Schiſmn or no; but whether 
all under ftanding-( briſtians fpeak proper- 
| Jy, whim they (ap, That no >cliſmatiques 
can be true member of the Catholique 
Church: a»/wer yowto this, and make not 
an. Objeftion of your own, inſtead of an- 
ſwering "to onrs. This we objeBied as 
Truth univerſally known and embraced ; 
way, and confirmed it by a'thar Text of 
St. Auguſtine, and you afford not a word 
of anſwer; neithey to the one nor the other. 
But let #8. hear yonr .Objeftion; Thingh 
St. Paul, ſay you, taxes the Corinthians 
with Schiſmes, yet be calls th:ms, Babes in 
Chriſt. : 3/bat then ? He ſpeaks of Schiſmes 
in alarge ſenſe, and not of proper and 
ferift Schiſme. Thu 1 our anſwer. Oh, 


but 
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bat then, fey you, we blame St. Paul for 


egking 1mproperty.. #hy (0? becanſe he 
En bifes s Which 25 not a ſtrift 
.and proper Schiſme , ſpeaks he therefore 
| impreperiy £  #hen $t. John Chep.g ſaid,” 
Et erat Schiſma inter illos, a»d there was 
Aa Schiſme amongſt them ;-did-bz ſpenth of 
.@ fri} and proper Schi/me or no ? If he 
dial, then all proper $chbi{me ts not contain= 
ed under your Definition : nay, you your 
Self muſt confeſſe, that what St. Paulbere 
&alls Schiſmgs.,. are-not- firitt\ aud propix 
Schi/mes, wnleſſe you grant, that the want 
of fellow-fetling ofi eatk others fofferings. 
be. proper Sch:;ſmes , for 1hat , being onely 
a diſugretwent. of Opinions, # not proper 
Sebi/awe, If he fpaks not of proper Schi/me, 
then, according te you,'be ſpoke 


improperly: 


Know you not, that one ts then onely (aitlto 
ſpeak improperly , when be nſes not proper 


words to expreſſe bus meaning : and 'who, - 


OY you., /ajes, that Samt Paul did 
s 2 NG. 1 7 S KY v8.) O6T IG 


FRE P. 24; COIL ; 
whereas be it but obſerved in this our 
faſt diſcourſe, that beſides that, you ex- 
cuſe from Sehiſme thoſe that-ſo:rent and 
no rear 


4 


ſdive this , and. your Objeftion x fotved, 


» 
o . 
o 


« . 
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. 
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_ ble: ſmmners.; but wes ſay, that thoy av#'not 


ROE on ie batt Add Sn. 4, Sc De ©. Bac 16. fo. 
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tear Chriſts Body- the Church, that they 
unjuſtly \cut-off whole Churches; ahd in 
in them thouſands of live-members' of 


{- Chriſts myſticall Body, and yer no'Schiſ- 
9 matiques alſo, IR LD 


4-44 | C. 2J- © HZ 5 4 F 
'Tis'moſt true , ſuch as you nutraly call 


Rents in the Church, ade 'by wertue of 


ſole nnjuſt Excommunitation, we ſay, that 
the Cauſers of them are no Schiſmatiques : 
aud yet we ſay withall, (which you declare 
not) that they are damnable ſinners, by way 
of Tyranny, Vſurpation, Oppreſſion, Cru- 
elty, &'c. and: forwholly wncapable of ſal- 
vation, /o long as they. continue knowingly 
that Excommunication. We agree there= 
fore both of us mths, that they are damia- 


Schiſmatiques ; and the damnable fin which 
they commit, ts not Schiſme, bat T mranny, 
&c. And you ſay, they.are Schiſmatiques, 


and their ſin inthis, Schiſme: Now by de- 


claring that-.we held them not to be Schiſe 
watiques , and wot declaring; thut we held 
thew damnable ſinners, ar muchas \you; 
nou might bave-expoſed your: Reader here to 


think, that we wholly excuſed ſuch from © 


damnable ſen, and pat them.in rhe ftate of 
ſalvation. #. 34. 
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; 1 | P: - 25 _ ; 

The whole of your zeal againſt Schifm 
amounts but-to. this; that no other can 
bedamnableſinin your opinion, but one- 


Iy that, wherein 1s included contempt of -** Lo 


Catholique Communion : and therefore 
\nothing elſe ſhall be Schiſme. Whereas 
weavow, thar not onely Contemptiof 
Catholiqune Communion, but all want of 
the truth of Love of Catholique Com- 
munion, renders the Divider, whether of 
himſelf; or other, from the Church-com- 
Munion , 'alwayes. mortally , | criminall 
ſchiſmaticall, and in the ſtate of deat 
ſpiricuall, and guilt of damnation: and 
ſo we not leſs; buc morethenyou, diſco- 
ver the'. damnation due to Schiſme and 
Schiſmatiques, even all inwhom is want- 
ing but the truth of that love , whereby 
the Fathers deſcribe Schiſme. 
| G46. *-: 

Here you purſue the former Error : the 
whole of onr Zeal us ts deliver the nature 
of Schiſme, as the holy Fathers and other 
Claſſique Anthors, as well-yours as ours, 
 bave delivered it to:5\, and net toinvent 
anew notion of it , which you have done, 
The ſum therefore of this difficulty comes 

| to 


eh . a Chriſtian , contends againſt the Charch, 


| | The Notion of Schiſme. 267: 
tothus, that the proper Notion of Schiſme 
#s a voluntary ſeparation of ones ſelf from 
the Church : whereby the party ſeparating, 
remaining ſtill tn profeſſion and perſwaſion 


and maintains kimſelf and his party as a 
ſeparate Body from it. This onely ts arent, 
a diviſion, a rebellion, a ſedition, and ſo one- 
ly a Schiſme ; and whatſ@ver « not this; 
( 45 no unjuſt Interdift, Suſpenſion, or Ex- 
communications of- others # ). 15. not, never. 
was, nor ever can be truly ſtiled Schiſme. 
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The T. exts of Soriptares againſt the Ca- J . 
. thotiques Definition anſwered. | fs 


2'C. 27. 


Oyoar Prff9 out” of: Scripture, to' 
- & confirmethis your formall reaforr, »: 
ſapra , « Pag: 196, 197, 198. wenow' ant-' 
ſwer; . To thar of 1 Cor. r2.25. That che 
' _ Apoltle there ſpeaks of Schiſme, /argo 
' _ . modo ſumpto, takenin a large ſenſe asit 
comprehends all ftrifes, contentions, and 
diſagreements amongſt Chriftians; as it 
\.ts taken,70ar.9.16. Ka? gripe iv iv «v]ots, 
Er. Schiſma erat inter 1/los , which the 
Proteſtant Bible tran(lates, And there was 
| a Diviſion amongſt them , and Beza, Et 
erat diſſidium inter cos, that is, as appears 
| by the Text, there was a difference of 
Opinions, concerning our Saviour among. 
them ; which paſſing lightly as a conten- 
tion betwixt them,could not be the great 
_ Schiſme, whereof we ſpeak. Such 
a'Schiſme as this was that cited by you, 
I Cor,12,25. Foritisfaid, Ne fit ſchiſma 
in 


Texts of Seripture anſwered. 263 
in a not 4 co , that there may 
1 beno Sehifme- 5» 7 beds, not from the 
| body. Now:the: Schiſme which' is inthe 
.. Bady oftheChurch;” cannot be the great 


| C dſinof, Schilaie, wheredf we trear,, as-we 


have* proved. above from: the  Fa- 
_ Therefore it muſt be 
large + Sana taken, for ſome leſſe diſfention, 
or nt: ;;- which deftroyes 'ngr 
the Unity of - NC che Chureb; and therefore 
Bex there tranflatesiſidhuw, diſagree- 
ment, and not Schiſma, Schifme; - and fo- 
ſcems: to be rather a defeR againſt the 
perfetion.of that Charity, which-every 
one ſhould, according to true perfeRtion 
endeavour to attain, they againſtthe en- 
tire effence of it , which becauſe 
the Apoſtle addes, that what he r 
to avoid this Schiſme in'the body 1s; thas 
ane member ſhoutd havea:dilgent care: 
forithereſt;, and x ors ſhouldhave a 
Fellawdeling: ofeach others” goad- or 
harin,,; chat thiep-ſhouldall ,, andeactiaF 
them; grieveandirejoy ich each other. 
AsTtherefore the wanvoF thismatusl care 
and fe{jounfeeting\eauls'of orher;'is-not 
forma{l:Schiſine}:Wherebf we'trear; '©6- 
the Gying-of thetwall rothe-foor;; 'T" 


have 
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have no need of thee (which you preſs) will 
be no formal Schiſme in our ſenſe, buta 
diſpoſition..to, ſome diſagreement and 
ſtrife amongſt the-parts;, | which chere- 
fore are to be avoided, leſt that/diſagree- 
ment ſhould follow. -Ne fiat Schiſma in 
Your ſecond proof. Rom. 16. 16, 17. 
Speaks manifeſtly of 'Hereſfie, or Error in 
Faith. . For it ſayes, Tape mv S1faydb 5's 


ha's,contrary to the dottrine which you have 


| learned, which properly ſounds Herelies, 


eſpecially whenSt. Paul ſayes ,c verſe 17. 
That the Authors of ſuch diviſions and 
ſcandals by fair ſpeeches deceive the hearts 
of the ſimple. And —_ you may hap- 
ly ſay, that theſe words do not neceſſarily 
ſignifie Hereſies, but may ſignifie a Schiſm. 
introduced by deceivers into the Church, 
yet that will not. help. your cauſe: for 


though it could be proved, that they may 
fignifie that , yet that hinders not-, but 
y may alſo ſignifie the other ; and to 


draw an effeQual argument from theſe 
words for you, you muſt not onely prove. 


that they may , but that they ought to; 
Genie ar for which you alledge _— 
| ence 


£ 
d. 
4 


ups isB:74, which your Engliſh: Bible | 
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Hence appears, that your Argument 
drawn from the ſenſe, which you put 


_ uponthe Text, of any kinde of dryocarts, 
- isgrounded in a-falſe ſuppoſition; and ſo 


= 
qo Null. [B22 | 
n In Lac, 12.41. 46. And Matth, 2.4. 


43. There is no mention at all of Schiſn, 
or {edition , but onely of oppreſfion and 
injury done by that ſteward to his fel- 
low-ſervants : andif that ſhould happen, 


| which you'conjeRure, that /he ſhould 
| beat ſome. of them out of doors, ſo long 


as he is ready to receive them again,when 
his maſter , or the. publique magiſtrate 
commands him (upon the ſervants com- 
plaint, or otherwiſe) there is an injury, 


anda ſejunCtion , but no ſedition., nor 


compleat ſeparation made; which not- 
withſtanding muſt be found in Schiſme, 
And hence we anſwer to your chief fun- 
damental Argument,conſidered abſolute. 
lyinit ſelf; and preffed by you, pag. 24. 
That when a Pope, Patriarch, or Metro- 
palitane , &c. ,excommunicates unjuſtly 
a Province, or City , whereof they are 
lawful Superiours , ſo long as neither the 
excommunicatour , nor the excommuni- 
cated contemn, or rejea the —_ 
0 


OP 4, ” 
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of their | Superiours, and 'make them- 
ſelves a rebellious party againſt them,. 
there is no ſchiſmatical ſeparation com-: | 
mitted by that excommunication : which: þ 
muſt conſiſt in that ſpiritual rebellious 
ſiding and oppoſing.the Church , or-all 
their lawfull Eccleſiaſtical Superiours. 
This we havealready proved by the ex- 
ample of thoſe who.unjuſtly depoſed St.: 
Chryſoſtome (ſeeing you account Schiſme' 
to be committed as well by unjuſt fuſpen-. 
ſion, interdi&, depoſition., &c, as being 
violations of the benefit of the bond of 
external Communion, as by unjuſt ex- 
communication) who, notwithſtanding 
that, were not Schiſmatiques, - Secondly, 
we prove it from the expreſs authority.of 
St. Auguſtin. lib. de vera religione, cap: 6, 
Sepe finit Drvina Providentia , per non 
nullus nimium turbulentas carnalium ho- 
minum ſeditiones expelli de congregatione: 
Chriſtiana etiam bonos viros quam conta- 
meliam, vel mjuriam ſnam , cum-patiens 
tiſſime pro Eccleſie pace, telerent ; neque 
zlas nevitates vel Schiſmatis, vel Here- 
fis moliti fnerint docebunt homines , quam 
vero affethn, & quanta" ſinceritate.charis: 
tatis Deo ſerviendum pt: Faliumergo wi-) 
—— wvarum 
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rorum propoſitum eſt , vel ſedatis remeare 
rurbintbus ; aut fi 1d non ſinantar, vel ea-. 
dem tempeſtate-perſeverante , vel ne ſuo 
reditu talk ant '{zwior oriaturr ,' tenent v0- 
luntatem conſulendt , etiam 115 1pſes , quo- 
rum motibrs turbationibuſg,  ceſſerunt, 
fine ulla Conventiculorum ſegregatione . 


 uſquead mortem defendentes , & teftimo« 


io juvantes eam figdem , quam in Eccleſia 


. Catholica preaicars ſciunt, It often hap- 


pens; faith 'St... Auguſtine , That the Di- 
vine Providence permits, by certain too 
much turbulent ſeditions of carnal men, 


that.evengood men are expelled out of 


the Chriſtian congregation: which con- 
yr way ,-or injury doneto them , when 
they ſuffered it 'moſt patiently for the 
peace of the Church, and went not about 
to ſet'up any novelties. of Schi/mes or 
Herefies. , they will teach men with how 
true an afection., and with how much 
fincetiey Godis to be ſerved. It is there- 
fore the refolution of ſuch men, either to 
return again, the troubles paſſed over, or 
if that benot permitted, or the ſame tem- 
peſt till continuing , or at leaſt by their 
return;thelike or more cruel ſhould ariſe, 
they are reſolvedto give counſet, or pro- 
IVE N 2 vide 
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vide help to thoſe, to whoſe motions 
and troubles they yielded , without any 
ſegregation of Conyenticles; defending 
even till death, and by their teſtimony. 
aſſiſting that faith , which they know+to 
be preached in the Catholique- Church. 
Where to incurre Schiſme, he judges it 
neceſſary on the part of thoſe whoare 
unjuſtly excommunicated, to:make Con- 
venticles and parties againſt che Church, 
and places Schiſm in-this., And: on: the 
part of thoſe , who were the violenteje- 
ours, (it cannot be gathered from theſe 
words , of what condition, ſtate, or 
authority they.were) he places no ſchiſm 
at all; buc ſuppoſes, that thoſe who were 
unjuſtly ejeRted, lived in the ſame unity 
of Chriſtian charity towards them , -as 


they did before, by adviſingthem., and 


no. way ſeparating themſelyes* from 
them. F D113 eftOEDSu 8&6 7:3 
This admirable example of true Chri- 
ſtian charity, patience, and humility; this 
holy Do&our here propounds to be fol- 
lowed by all Gods ſervants: and certain- 
ly, (ſuppoſing that Proteſtants had been 
unjuſtly ,czected. out of the Church ,- as 
they pretend, and. we: deny)-had they 

| FE” behaved 


* by 
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behaved themſelves, as theſe good men 
did, without auy ſegregation of Conventi- 
cles , ſuffering moſt patiently this contu- 


_ mely-and injury., all the world would 


have deſervedly eſteemed them good men. 
But how quite contrary to this example | 
they haye proceeded, both in their firſt 
beginnings and ever fince, we leave to 
whatthe:whole Chriſtian world knows to 
have paſſed in their proceedings, in theſe 
two laſt ages. 
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The Definition of the Catholique Diſp#- 
tants defended. 


| Jorh > v1"; 
C.,:8- | 


Ourthly, hence follows a-plainicon- 
tradiction to what you ſaid, that 

our definition was not admitted by you 454 
true convertible rt erree . which now 
you muſt admit to be true and converti- 
ble. Forif every ſeparation of ones ſelf, 
&c. be Schiſme , as you have already 
ranted, when you admitted that our de- 
nition was a true propoſition : and that 
on the other fide , every Schiſme bea ſe- 
paration of ones felf from the whole 
Church , asit cannot but be, if an ative 
ſeparation of others rwver be ſchiſmati- 
cal, but when the reaſon adjoynedto it, 
includes eſſentially a ſeparation of ones 
ſelf from the whole viſible Church , our 
definition muſt needs be a convertible de- 
finition. And as neceſſarily is it a true 
definition; for it is not convertible in a 
propriety , or accidenta]l predicate to 
Schiſm, 


I. "_ 
Ws b 


. «* 
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Schiſm, but in a primary, eſſential, and 
moſt formall reaſon of Schiſme. For. if 
ſeparation of ones {els be not ſuch a pre- 
dicate, as this in relation to Schiſme, I 
would gladly know , what other ſingle 
notion can there be nominated , wherein 


the eſſence of Schiſme conſiſts : and from 


which, this of ſeparation, &c. flows as 
apropriety from an'eſſential formality. I 
beſeech you ſatisfie this dififficulcy. 
P, 28. 

;- Here you: proceed to attempt the ye. 
rifying of your explication of the -defini- 
tion, :andof your aſſertion, 4.6, That 
no active: ſeparation, ſayethat of ones 
ſelf from\the whole Church, can properly 


be termed .Schiſme , which alſo you ex- 


.preſsin other words in the ſame. place. ./. 


6. He who ſeparates another:aRtively by 
excommunication fromthe Church , &c. 
cannot himſelf be a Schiſmatique. All 
this you think is maintained without dif- 
ficulty, if you-be underſtood , as Logici- 


.ans and:Philoſophers, and as ſpeaking to 


ſuch in ſen/x*formali, and quatenys tals, 
ſtanding in the ſole formality and intrin- 
ſecal notion, &c. Where we will joyn 
iſſue with you , and enquire if this hath. 

N 4 reſcued, 
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ſcued;or can at. all reſcue your explicati- 
on of your definition, and fo your detini- 
tion (as you would have us underſtand 
it) from a groſs errour in the very prin- 
ciple. RRM 
_  Toyouraſſertion. A. 6. We did and 
do oppoſe, that if ſome voluntary ſfepa- 
ration of others by unjuſt excommunica- 
tion, for ſome unjuſt cauſe, be Schiſme, 
then it is not true , which-you lay -down 
as a Principle (in the explication of your 
definition, That none who » ſeparates 
another| actively : by excommunication 
from the Churcty,| 8c. can himſelf be: a 
COON that is, (that we may take 
your directions to underſtand you, as you 
would be underſtood, quatenzs talts , in 
ſenſw formali) he cannot be a Schiſma- 
tique z, and by , and for his ſodoing 'pre- 
{cinded from all other external acciden- 
tall adjuns, and meerly for his unjuſt 
excommunication of others inflited for 
ſomeunjuſt cauſe , for ſoareyour words 
here, Such # not Schiſme in a formal {enſe, 
or quatenus tale j as /#ch *an:atiive une 
aft ſeparation of others. - And again , our 
Propoſition (ſay you) i moſt true. For no 
amjuſt ative ſeparation of others from the 


Charch, 
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, Church, ſtanding in the ſole formality , or 
| m#ntrinſecall uotion of ſuch an attive ſepara- 


| 4 18104, C41 Proper? be termed Schiſme. Now 


{- at-length, ſurely, you are underſtood by _ 
1 us, as you would be underſtood. Againſt 
-this you could not buc know, remember 
and conſider ., when you wrote this laſt 
explication of your ſelves, that we had 
all along offered to yon this diſcourſe, to 
yevince the untruth of your former expli- 
-cation,;"Fhat ſome voluntary active un- 
juſt ſeparation of others , ſome unjuſt ſe- 
-paration or ejeQing, ſaid we, that's in- 
Aiced for ſome unjuſt cauſe , particular- 
.ly-when, inflicted on the Brethren. con- 
#eſſedly, lively members of Chriſt , onely 
for their : keeping due Catholique: Com- 
munion (which is one unjuſt cauſe ſurely, 
that renders any Excommunication-, or 
'EjeRion inflied for that ſole cauſe, 
quatenws tale, properly and formally an 
unjuſt -Excommunication,)) then and ſo 
often atieaſtfuch active: unjuſt ſeparati- 
on. of others, 'and now. we adde quaterut 
nale,,as ſuch an attive unjuft Separation: of 
others, (which are your words) is. proper» 
:ySehiſme,'; |; 15a S01. 
-:-; We:hope' this) our Aﬀirmation. fbltys —=- 
2.91; | N-$5 fully: 


| 
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fully ad oppoſitm , and that it isno So- 
philme (s 9v70z) toinferre, \that if this 
be true, then your aſſertion, and your 


own explication. of / your:Detinition3ts 
-overthrown,and conſequently your-Defi.. *F' 


nition is null and void. But 'now we ſub- 
ſume; this our Afﬀirmation is moſt true : 
Therefore your aſſertion, andexplication 
of your Definition, and your: Definition 
it ſelf. are nor ſo. The. A507 we ''thus 
ſhew to be true. That active Separation 
of others, which is therefore rendered 
Schiſmaricall , - becauſe inflited for no 
other, fave onely ſome unjuſt cauſe i; 
materia jurs objected to' them, is there- 
fore rendered Schiſmaticall ,: becauſe it:ts 
fuch an a&ive' unjuſt Separation : of 
others, or quatens tale: But fomeaCQive 
Separation of others is therefore render- 
ed Schiſmaticall, becauſe inflited for no 
other, .ſave onely ifome unjuſt cauſe: in 
materia juris objeted to themi: Erpo, 
ſome aQtive ſeparation of others is thete. 
fore rendered Schiſmaticall,” beeanſe it 5s 
ſuch an ative ſeparation-of others ,: or 
quatenis take. - 11 
The 24ajor of this Syllogiſmewethns 
mide good: Hf in any "ative Separa- 
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tion whatſoever of others, being inflicted 
; for no other ſave onely ſome unjuſt 

cauſe; &c. can: and 'doth render ſuch 
. active Separation of others, quatenus ta- 
- le, as inflited for no other , but for ſome 
-unjuſt cauſe, eſſentially , neceſſarily, and 
formally an active unjuſt Separation of 
. others , then that aRive. ſeparation of 
ethers, which is therefore rendered Schiſ- 
-maticall, becauſe inflicted for no other, 
fave onely ſome unjuſt cauſe, &c. is 
alſo therefore rendered Schiſmaticall , be- 
cauſe it is ſuch an aRive unjuſt Separati- 
on of others, or quarenus tale, But in 
-any active Separation whatſoever ::of 
others, tlie being inflicted for no other, 
fave onely ſome unjuſt cauſe; &c. can and 
.doth render ſuch aRive: Separation of 
others , quatenxs tale, (as done for no 
other}, but for ſome unjuſt cauſe; &c ) 
eſſentially , neceſſarily, and formally an 
active. unjuſt Separation wvf -others 
Ergo. : | 
_ The ior, or ſecond prepoſition of 
our ſecond $+llogilme, viz. Some active 
Separation of othersis therefore render= _ 
ed'Schifmaricall buicauſe inflited for: no 
ether, ſave onely. ſome. unjuſt: cauſe in 
vs materia. 
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materia jurrs objeted tothem , we: thas 


VE. | ; LS7 3 
That ative 'Separation .'of: others, 


which is therefore rendered: Sthifmati.. b. 


call, becauſe. inflicted for no other cauſe 
in-materiajuris objected to them , fave 
onely for their keeping due *Catholique 
Communion, is therefore rendered Schiſ.- 
-maticall , becauſe inflicted for no- other, 
fave onely ſome unjuſt cauſe, &c. in ma- 
teria juris objefted to them.” But fomie 
aQtive Separation of others is therefore 
rendered Schiſmaticall , becauſe inflicted 
for no other cauſe is materia juris ob- 
. jected tothem, ſave onely tor their keep- 
ing due Catholique Communion. Ego, 
fome activeSeparation of others is there. 
fore rendered Schiſmarticall , becauſe in- 
fliced for no other, ſave onely ſome un- 
juſt: cauſe i» materia juris objeted to 
them, Qnod erat demonſtrandum. ii 1! >. 
The Nor of this Syllogiſme is many. 
feſtly true, iF this be but ſo (which' is 
moſt manifeſt) that to infli&. on -others 
Separation-from the Church for-no other 
cauſe, fave' onely-for- their keeping due 
_ Catholique Communion', .is: to inflict 
it for; no other cape , fave fome unjuſt 
QneE., 


a - «4 
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-one, which is as true , as that that cauſe 
- objeRted- is, hoſt certainly an , unjuſt 
one": = 7 
þ 2: The: Ano of this fourth Syllogilme, 
47. which is'all that can: remain toibe- pro. 
ved, viz. That ſome active Separation of 
others is therefore rendered Schiſmaticall, 
-becauſe inflicted. for no -other cauſe. 5x 
' materia juris objected. to 'rhem ;©lave 
_onely for the: ng: due Catholique. 
Communion:'''. 

This judge you, if we  ſhewitnot now 
at: laſt your own confeſſlion', which 
(though you may.diſdain tohaveir laid, 
yet the impartial Auditours/may diſcern 
'to-have been extorted from Arts, 2 
Arpuments | +2 1 290 (noimanigeh4. - 

(Argument 3, againſt our Propoſition) 
your Confeflion, I ſay; ſpeaks-this.'i' 7 
our preſent caſe, wihew.208 {that is; ;' any. 
one, by-your own rule) i ejebtea' 
ext of the hare fix this-tnety reaſon, nbe- 
canſe he keeps ane' Catholique Colmmanion, 
that reaſon operating, 0: mie the te 

fion Schiſmaticall-: | 

'Fhbs you; -ſee ;Cag.20: our: noiogs 
yout-Aﬀertion., + andyourExplication-of 

your: Definition; anda of yourDefinith- 


03, 
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. ons itis yours and allowed us to under- | 
Rand, and alſo as:to our whole. Contro- 
verſie hitherto at all moved , we need = 
»F 


——— 


Mefend'againſt you any more ,; then that þ. 
fomeunjuſt aCtive- Separation'of others, 3 
as ſuch unjuſt ative Separation of others, 
ts truly and properly Schiſmaticall Thar 
. ſome-nnjuſtice at leaſt inthe ative Sepa- | 
-ration of others , (andadde if you will 
, alſo y:mm the Zrerdift and Suſpenſion .of 
others) may render it Schiſmaticall/; whe- 
ther all injuſtice do ſo'in ſome degree or 
other, when properly , formally,, and 
manifeſtly it is injuſtice, (though we owe. 
3t-not to. you by any juſtice as : yer, 
whileft we are: controverting- about the 
. Explication) out of our love to charity, 
and: juſt batred of all- ſorcs-of Schiſme, 
 which-bur Definition includes more then. 
yours:, andout of a-.true defireto. bring - 
Eheccontroverſie on all parcs to a:-fpeedy 
andclear iſſue; (as.ſhall.be poſſible to us): 
we-ſhall tly. acquaint: you clearly 
with our full ſenſe therein, and aboutthe- 
formalis ratio , wherein - all. Schiſmes. | 
agree. - Hence then:having: good:! rea- | 
Jon: to-.ſuppoſe:. yoor : definition /alrea: 
_ dy diſproved'; and: :that: we: have:als 
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ready: done'wwhat © ever is needfull::to- 
os; though we thould adde no more, 
"Ke, (BAL © Ly ID Y © AIP 5 TTY po 
1 Aytnow (10m DE own. wordrin this 
F pap )-yive' mw Yeave retake! wotive of 'this 


paſſuge of youre -extorted from you" by the 
Lt. of truth, and compare it with your de- 


' ofemre and explication of or Definition. 


"He -who -feparates--anot by 
-Excommunication from the Charch,, Ve. 
cannothimſelf be a Schiftiarique. Vhekte 
Jour Propoſition, He who ſeparares;'8&0@-1f 


it be an umverſall wed + pany Afr ny, 
if you will prove any thing, w« ſpeak L 

\Cally{ as you have given \ he Jaw \ a" 
Jour Argument" next before his"; jel we 
{ubmitted to it ) muſt ſay" thu ach: ,'No 
one, who ſeparates another: adtively by 
Excommunication from the Church, _ 
himſelf be a Schiſmarique :* | 
vintradiffions th: your othes * Prop, 
which you- Lay Yon os Ang: die Gard 
Some aRive'urjuſt» Exronimunieatiig of | 
dthers' is. rendred*"Schifimaticalt, awd 
thereforeſurely is Schiſmwttiealt "or elſe 4 
B not what it #5 vendyed;; whinkt iro? 


died; aid theaintetd we Ke hong = 
hate for" & man wighs"7os _— 
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guilty of Schiſme,” and yet not 'be gniby of 


$0! 08x bbs L 
Next you deler, that as | Dojass 'Ex- 


Communication; , when it ts \Schifmaticall, 
hath alwayes\ ſome actidental” external ® 
reaſon adjoyned to the unjuſt Exconmuns 
nication, which renders it ſchiſmatioall 

. And then you {ay alſo in our preſent caſe, 
if when one ,' that 3s:any ove; 16: ejaBbed wn- © 
Juſt own of the (hmreh, far thee onely rea- 

ot, becauſe he keeps. Idve Catholique 
Communion;; that reaſon-eper ating, &0. 
renders the £jtGion  ſchiſmaticall.... Now 

bow the unjuſt cauſe, or reaſon, which you 

Jen [uppo from be:the motive , and which 

being the motive, and unjuſt, doth neceſſa- 
rity and efſentially render that alt of ſuch 
 Gjefting others owt of the (hurch an wnjuft 

-cjettion; can yet be {uid tobe onely.an ad- 

Joywd, accidev;al reaſon | of ſuch unjuſt 
Geiterror excam munication, which rows 

«it ſoniſmaticalt. we profiſc net towne 

S ont wr ry oye Fever 

adjoyned way be; remoued 1:4nd the thing 

& what it . was. Now-' if --J0:-yomove 

pats $418 hag here {wppoſe the yeaſon of 

Of, #he..\EXC0MMMnIC atioht, 


Cane wg Make, w__ 
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| 'eanſe onely ," becauſe they keep due Ca- 


tholique Communion) you' remove away 


 thereaſon of the ſchiſmaticalneſſe of 'the 


y- xcommunication ; or elſe you can, (which 
we adventure to ſay, y, you will never be able 


= do) aſſigne ſome other reaſon of the ſchiſ- 


ets of ſuch Excommunication, 


which you acknowleage renared ſuch , be- 
cauſe done for that onely reaſon, or wnrju St 


-Canſe, ſeparate from all unjuſtice- of the 
"E xcommunication : which if you think 
you Can, we pray you 5 name it; and we 
, Wl}, undert ake to prove 1; ether noreaſon 
of t he Schiſmaticalneſſe, or a reafon of the 


unjuſtics of Excommunication's and. 3 


auſed the een an 


ice to bavec: 


eſe; prep prong befor 


#, we rhaes- evince' 'by. yo felewing Dk 
conrſe, tobe ava undetakngs 7. 
Some thing that was the unjnft cave, or 
motive. ( in your now ſuppoſed caſe). rett- 
dred the Ejeftion ſchiſmaticall. Bat 


_ whatſoever was the nnjuſt cauſe, or motive 
 (3n your now ſuppoſed caſe} rented the 


Excommunication #njuſt.T. herefore ſorm- 
thing thatrendred the Excommuenication 
unjuſt (in your now ſuppoſed. coſe) ren- 
dred it ſchiſmaticall.  . : 

"ad 
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-. And. conſequently: it 'ſollows:; that WY 
: which renared the Excommunication 


proved; and therefore neither to the $ chif 
. maticatneſs of that Excommunication , for 
our former already proved Concluſion ; be- 
carſewe ſay , we have proved , that ſame- 
thing which rendred the Excommunication 
.amjuſt , .rendredit. Schiſmaticall 2 T bere- 
92 ſome Sabie a:Jext-(b.e, 
— of $c hiſme is Produced by an un- 
xcammunication, asſtich ; axd\ſo not 
Te your Proj poſition of ox external 
accidentall influence = ſomething beſide'\the 
njuſtice. upon. the. Sehiſmaticalueſs of the 
| rg, > m1 isvoverthroun: but al- 
fo your Definition it ſelf, wherein you pro- 
Fr eſs , in your defenſe and explanation of it 


ic and elſewhere, that no unjuſt Excom- 


cnnncation; or ſeparating of others, as ſuch, 
: without ſome adjuntt externall,-or acridey- 

-rall to the: unjuſt E communication , can 
Properly be termed $ chiſme', nor "was in- 
tended in your Definition. And this we de- 

Job a ro attend and ſpeakto., as the main 
matter 


(and ſo' was efſentiall to that ume" » y-- 
communication, as it was ſo an unjuſt one) # 
was mot au externall accidentall. adjunit 10. 
the unjuſt. Excommuntcation , as\ we have | 
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| as was almoſt one half f this your laſt pa- 


ral introduced with this Preface ; And 


J-here you will give us leave to 'take riotice 


of another paſſage of yours, which paſſage 


| war a paſſage indetd" altogether externall to 


onr principal queſtion'in hint '\ aud uctor- 
dingly in" all your" following Diſcourſe, 
(which is well nigh half .of the whole) you 
purſue the overthrowing that paſſage of 
ours”, \by "wine" Avguments, \which yet 
you w©ll neverbe abIe ns coffyren tn nn 
=: T'o proveet; whereas next youuf,, in tn 
unjuſt "Excommunication”" what | ever is 
The: reaſon”, thit rentltys i \Stn/oraticall, 
Ht Feparates the Ejettour fron the Church, 
20h enſtgueatly (as we ſaid) birt" primsh- 
#ly, * Ind eſſentially, we. Bui 
proved abobe; 


Yhat the unjuſftice of the Ex- 


| -communicttion is that'reaſoni, we do now ve- 


ply to you; that when'it is ſaid, the ſchiſma- 
Ticall” u1juft Excommunicatour \feparates 
Bimiſelf from the hott Church, "tF minſt be 
meant, tithey that he wolutarily ſeparates 
himſelf , ordiroolwntarity.” If vr" be ſaid 
- yoluntarily (as + ſhould ' be ſaid in jour 
ſenſe) then we deny , that ſuch $5 _ 
4 \WbJ tica 
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tical: unjuſt Excommunicatonr doth at aft 
neceſſarily. ſeparate himſelf from the whole 
Church :. but if unvoluntarily' (as we 
mean, when we. ſay canſequently,) then w 


affirm, that he thus ſeparating himſelf ſrum- 
the internall Communion. of all: the lively 
members of .Chriſts Body, (whichis: enough 


for the affirming , that be ſeparates him 
ſelf in ſome true ſenſe from the. Church) 
'deth it onely. conſequently; as the effe(t of & 
meritorious cauſe, (which is the way of his 
Cauſing it) is inoraer of the nature of an ef> 
fet conſequent to. [1 ch. a canſe. ,We bave 
nothing. further. to. conſider tn this: Pard- 
graph, but to.obſerue and to.minde you, bow 


call asſquiſstion of cauſes , formall , tigall, 
accidental), '&:c. you term rhat.. unjuſt me 

tive of your ſuppoſed unjuſt, EgeFtour, ( viz. 
That he deth it for . this onely. pravzacation, 
Becauſe they keep due 'Catholique- Com- 
munion) you term it we ſay, and that very 
\ſtras a » 4. reaſon, operating . 18. genere 
.cauſz finalis, (which if you'$hink every im- 
pulſive\ cauſe to be, you. are g.me think, 
much miſtaken. For that which 1 here at- 
knowleaged to operate as a provocation, 

which he would revenge, cannot be the finall 
- cauſe , 


frangely's in the midſt of your Met aphyſor | 


The Catholiques definition defanded. 285, 


canſe;, which. is alwayes the thing we 
like, intend, and aim at : and though the re- 
wenge be by. him intended, yet the provoca- 


7 
0 
' 
7 
, 
2 


Loy (whether juft or unjuſt ) 15 lookt- upon 


the unjuſt  Ejeftonr , (and fo operates 
upon bins) as the.-merstorious Cauſe ; 


| hich is , In genere Cauſz Efficien- 


Us. | vs DF, 
 : Bat becauſe you have inſiſted rather up= 
oy your Explication, then your *Definirion, 
in the managing this "pretended Contra- 
aittion Joe's us, viz. That Separation ts 
taken for Separation of. ones ſelf, we de- 
fire to know, whether. ones ſelf be words of 
Jour Defimtion, or no': if they be not , why 


' put you them in your Argument, as a part 


thererof ? If they be , then we ſuppoſe the 
former words one part are now become no 
part of your Definition; for one other 
as well one part , as ones ſelf. And then 
remember your  own' words , viz. Which 
you are. obliged neither to deſtroy, nor 
alter in —_ your: Diſcourſe, 
unleſſe you diſallow of your own Deti- 
nition. mat © 

To anſwer yet further to your altered 
Define, we do ſtill objett, 3f-you put ones 
ſelf inſtead of one part, (as you have done 


37 
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in this Argument) that your Definition is || 
ftill inconvertible ; but not upon the ſame 
ground, upou which me firſt abjefted the ins 
convernibility. Fer before your Definitum/, . 

was. narrower: and impoſſible \to be extent#F* 
ed ſo far as your Definition, (which.it ought | al 
to be). and now. your Definition is. narrower | # 
and impoſſible to be extended ſo far as your | 01 
Definitum (which itexght to be.) For we | Si 
prove, there is ſamething Schiſme , whichss| n 
n0t a voluntary Separation \of ones felf, | te 
Neither #s there any contradittion between | of 
this our Objetion, and Firmilians - Propoſs= | ſe 
tion, as You pretend; nor are we , upon the | t: 
maintaining of that Propoſition., bound to | hi 
admit your Definition" to. be true and 'con-| of 
wertible; as you ſay. For though we admit, | a» 
that every criminall Separation of another | #5 
becomes conſequentially the Separation iof | th 
ones ſelf; yet we do net ſay, that ſucha ſe-| 
aration 3s a voluntary Separation ef ones | 74 
felf. . Therefore matwirhſtanaing the Pro- | p4 
' poſitiontaken out of Firtnilian, bt miinitain- | 10 
ed by us, we -objett flill inconvertibility to | 
yorr altered Definition thus. = \'\1' | ſe 
T hough every voluntary ſeparation of | » 
enes ſelf be Schiſmez ye every Schifmeis | T 
nt voluntary” ſeparation of ones ſelf; And | * 
OH 


. 
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rs | ear reaſon is , becauſe ſMye voluntary Se 
e | parationof another is Schiſme , and yet" is 
a] 20t 4a' voluntary Separation of ones' ſelf. 
A 


hw. 4nd though Firmilian ſay ,i1that Stephen 
4 he Biſhop of Rome, while he thought to be 
| able to cut off,or abſtain ſo many Flocks and 
their Paſtonrs , had cut off himſelf, and 
*| onely cut off himſelf, and aades, Ille vere 
e | Schiſmaticuseſt, &c. Tet the woluntari-” 
s'| neſs, and purpoſe of the Aft of Stephen was 
| terminated tothe ſeparating and cutting off 
#| of others, and not to the cutting off: of «ht 
e 
0 


Y 


ſelf. *T was in his farmal intention a volun- 
rary cutting off of thoſe others, but not in 
his formal intention a voluntary catting off 
of himſelf. And hence it appears , that not 
| anyſuchcautting off ones ſelf "as that was, 
y| # a voluntary cutting off ones ſelf : and 
f| thus your ſelves maintain and contend for 
.| in ſore caſe of acknowledged unjuſt ſepas 
+ | rating of others, while you ſay, one may ſt= 
patate another nnjuſtly , and not onely have 
| nowill toſeparate himſelf, but an expreſſe 
| will not toſtparate :' and ſo the conſequent 
| ſeparation (which we pretend ) ſay yon, 
| wonld be onely' paſſive and- unvoluntary. 
T bus then theintonvertibility of your defi= 
wrion 18 not relieved by our as 

rmMt- 
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-. Firmilians word/* For if this propoſition Þ| 
-» every: Schiſme is a voluntary ſeparatin; 
ones ſelf) be falſe, asit is certainty Tau, 
if -you ſpeak. as you profeſſe to ſpeak. ,in len-" j 
fu formali, then' your Definition 15 falſe ih. 
that which s eſſentiall to the truth of. a De= * 
finition, VIZ. as to .Convertibility : becauſe | 
though every voluntary ſeparation of ones | 
ſelf:yfrom3he. whale true;vifble Church be 
Schiſme ,:yet ut 1s mt true, that every 
Schiſme ts a voluntary: ſeparating ones ſelf 
fromthe whole true viſtbleChurch cf Chriſt. |. 
And becauſe. you ſay , you would . gladly 
know from us, what other ſingle notson there - 
can be. nominated", -wherein.the \eſſence- of 
Schifme conſiſts, &c. and. further. beſeech 
5 to: ſatisfie you tn this difficulty, we would 


_— 
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. | begſorry to fail you herein, and we make | 2 
20 difficulty again to affirme , that that, | © Kr 
wherein the. eſſence. of Schiſme confiſts, 1s | ... 

this, The fipgle notion of phat. uncharita- fe 

* Gleneſſe, which 1 an injurions atling of the | 6 
Will (eliciteor smperate) to the violation of. | |, 
the Bond and Benefit of. Eccleſiaſtical ex- ol 
ternall Communion. If you now ſtill reſt | F 
anſatisfied, it xs not our fault, who charita- F 

' bly follow you, whitherſoever youcall us. | | | l; 

_ » To your. fourth Argument , a Priori, of 


we | 


bl. £enerally, andin T 
J - quentially to tmtroauce the other. For ſume 


j "we ſay, That voluntary ſeparating another 
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and ſeparating our ſelves , are not by us, 
if you do (as here gou ao) ſpeak of them 


el1, made the one conſe- 


voluntary ſeparating another is not ſepara- © 
ting our ſelves from the ſame Community, 
"we never ſaid , nor thought it was ;, yea, 
when the ſeparation #5 juſt, we have, before 
you, plainly ſaid the” contrary. | But if 
ou conſider nnjuſt: ſeparation of others with 


' ſeparation of onr felves, we ſay in this Hy- 


Pothelis, and ſay conſtantly and truly, that 
ſeparation of one ſelf. follows the unjuſtice 
of the. ſeparation of: another ,” the internal 
ſeparation of ones ſelf ; rhe externall ſepa- 


ration of another. And to conclude this © 
. Reply, with our true ſenſe in this caſe, 


which you by your Arguments ſtem nit 


” 1willing. hitherto to: underſtand ,, He which 


i ſeparateth others unjaſtly from the Com- 
munion of the whole" Church, ſeparateth 
himſelf both from the externall Commu- 
ion of _ thoſe, whom he ſeparateth, and from 
the internall Communion of .thoſe whom he 
| ſeparateth not , 'and makes himſelf further 
liable tobe ſeparated (by the juſt ſentence 


of his Superionrs ) even from the externall 
| Commu- 


4 
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Communion of thoſe alſe , whom he doth net - 
at all pretend to ſeparate. . And if you ſhould |} ' 
yet -perſiſt to think, that theſe ſeparations || | 
( of this conſtitution.) . doino more mtroduce , 
or infer the one the other. , then Hinmbility 
doth Riſubility, or Colonr, Sound ;" we de- 
tirht not to appeal to: the Auditors with a | 
rium teneatis ? though the. juyning thoſe 
7wo , Hinnibility and:Rifibllity , rhe. Poet 
1:aged a fit occaſion for it 3n his Aumano 
capiti cervicem equinam ; bxt we will more 
ſoberly apply cur ſelves to you , and with 
leſſe noiſe, Dic; Quintiliane, coloxem. '- 


| '- -aY. | 
The contradi&tion;: which: you: urge F 
againſt us , in your Anſwer to:our-third | - 
\eaſon,is null. For the firſt propoſition is 
is to be underſtood (as we urged before, 
in the like caſe) in .ſenſw formal; and ſo 
no unjuſt Excommunicator of others can 
be aSciſmatique, \that is;:7» quantam, in 
ſo much onely as-he isan unjuft Excom- 
municitour : and the ſecond:-propofition 
it taken in ſenſu materializ it becoming 
ſchilmaticall not preciſely., becauſe itis þ 
1:rjuft , but becauſe ir ha's an adjun& 
joyned to it, which contains a vo/antary 
ſeparatiin of (ſuch an Excommunicatour | 
from 
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from the Charch, to wit, contempt and re- 
geftion of Catholique Communion... You 
diſcourſe. very intricately abour. the in- 
| Juſtice of, this act of excommunicating 

| others for keeping | due, Catholique.Com-. 

21nion; and lay , That Ba this rea- 
ſon, for keeping Catholique Communi- 
_ on, is an unjuſt cauſe of Excommunicati- 
on, therefore it is no accidental] adjun& 
to theinjuſtice of the Excommunication 
done for that reaſon alqne. We anſwer, 
by diſtinguiſhing two Formalities in ex. 
- communicating others for that reaſon. 
[The firſt is of 17jaſtice ; the ſecond,” of 
Hatred and Contempt of Catholique com- 
munion. Standing preciſely. in that rea- 
ſon, as it 1s 0zely #15uſft, and no more, . it 
15 neither accidentall to that a&, nor con- 
ſitutive of the ſchiſmaticalneſſe of it ; 
but as; conſidered under the formality of 
the. Contempt of Catholique. Commu- 
nion, itis accidentall to the unjuſtice of 
that a&, as Metaphyficall reaſons can be 
accidentall : that is, ſo long as it is con- 
fidered under the formality of Vjuſtice 
alone, it will render the act #»juſt,though 
it had not the other formality of the Con- 
tempt of Catholique Communion. For an 
| O 2 unjuſt 
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unjuſt a&t,qua tals, may be aniuft,though 
it have not that formality of Contempt 
adjoyned to it. . This accidentall forma 
lity therefore of Contempt alone, qua ta- 


ls, renders that unjuſt Excommunication *:: 
formally ſchiſmaticall. And.by this di- 
ſtin&ion your difficulty is ſolved, and the 
Syllogiſme aaſwered. For I anſwer di- 
re&ly toyour Majr, by diſtinguiſhing 
ſomething that was the unjuſt cauſe, or 
motiye, rendred the Excommunication 
| ſchiſmaricall, under the formality of the 
TInuſtice of it preciſely, Ideny it; under 
the formality of a Coxremps of Church 
Communion contained in it, I grant your 
Mapr, And in like manner (granting 
your M77z07 ) IT diſtinguiſh your conſe- 
qnence. And that you may ſee theun- 
efficaciouſneſſe of this your reaſoning, I 
put you a like Syllogiſme to yours, thus, 
im another matter like this wherein yours 
is framed, whereof even the unlearned 
are capable. Suppoſe that one, who 
holds, that every injurions Expulſion, or - | 
Baniſhment, of others, #t :a/zs, meerly as þ 
it is an unjuſt Baniſhment, is Treaſon and | 
Rebellion, againſt one, who acknowled.- 
ges, that if it be done for this ſole end, 
becauſe 


* - " I-- 
®. jo. 


ob. 
doſe: 
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becauſe he,who is unjuſtly baniſhed;keeps. 
due Obedience to the chief Magiſtrate, 
and Fidelity to the Commonwealth, 
ſhould uſe this Syllogiſme to prove his 
Paradox, like in every reſpec of che form 
to yours, Something that was the unjuſt 
cauſe, or motive (in our ſuppoſed caſe) 
rendred the baniſhment rebellious : But 
whatſoever was the unjuſt cauſe, or mo- 
tive (in our ſuppoſed caſe) rendred the 
baniſhment unjuſt : Therefore ſomething 
that rendred the baniſhment unjuſt (in 
our ſuppoſed caſe) rendred it rebellious. 
Who ſees not, that. this Syllogiſme, when 


it ſhould conclude» /en/x foxmali,'or in 


an unjuſt baniſhment, as it is #»j#/f, con- 
cludes.onely i» ſenſu materiali, as you do. 
Or in this very ſame matter of Schiſme, 
I draw,a,;contrary Concluſion, to yours, 


- out of aSyllogiſmein the ſame form, is 


ſenſu farmali, J \ 
Somethuns that was a Contenpt of 
Cathqglique Communion rendred the Ex- 
communication ſchiſmaticall.. But what - 
ſoever was 'a Contempt of Catholique 
Communion rendred the Excommunica- 
tion ſeparative of the Excommunicatour 
from the viſible Church. Therefore ſome- 
Be O53 thing 


| 
| 
[ 


|  /for keeping due Catholique Communion 
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thing that rendred the'Excommunication 
ſeparative of the Excommunicatour from 
the viſible Church”, rendred the Excom- 


munication ſchiſmaticall. This Syllo- v5:4.*4 
Siſme , framed of the very ſame a, * 


whereof yours was framed, infers legitt- 
"mately a contrary conſequence, and that 
truly and formally , which yours did one- 
ly fallaciouſly and materially. Whence 

'0u can never infer effefually\, (as you 
bark do) that ſome ſchiſmaticalneſfe- is 
produced by ſome unjuſt kxcommunica- 


tion, as ſxch'; for neither have youthe 


term a /xch , in” your Syllogiſme'; nei- 
ther can it follow Nolte” aswe have 
' ſhewed: And hence alfo'is clearly an- 


| ſivered your long Line Ora 19. . 


to prove this, For yaw neither have pro- 
ved, nor can ever prove; that though the 
unjuſt Excommunicition there mention- 
cd be inflicted for no other then an un- 
juſt cauſe, that'that unjuſt eawſe renders 
the Excommunication ſchiſmatieall meer- 
ly quatenes tate; as ſnrh :' Or; as it is un- 
zuft, rhat is, for the /#/e534juſtice 6f it; "ail 


nleſſe you prove, that the reaſon; viz. 


an no other formality comprized in'it , 


hath 


, 


U):; « 


— A % 
. 
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hatch; no other formality .capable to ren- 
der it-ſchiſmatica}l; faye that of ininftice , 
which you, haye; not proved irc hath nor, 


._ andwehave provedit hath. 
+. Your ſaying, Pag. 33. That he who 


ſeparates othersunjultly , ſeparates him- 
ſelf involuntarily from the interna! Com- 
munion of 'the lively members of Chrifts 
Body,;&c: ſeems to us very ftrange Divi- 
nity.: Fort if -he voluntarily commit that 
fin of Unjuſtice, which he knows ſepa- 
rates him: eſſentially and formally from 
that internall Communion, with Chriſt 
and bis lively memþers, how can he ſepa- 
ratein that, manner. himſelf from them 
involuntarily 2.-Pag 33. we call that mo- 
tive,of ſeparating others, &c. for keep- 
ing due Catholique Communioni genere 
cauſe; fivalss:, becaule it is. donein proſe- 
cutton-»gfi bis: wicked: Contempt . of: Ca- 
tholique Communion; asamedizm to at- 
tain the, effeRting; ob his: ſciſmaticall in- 
tentions , and participating of that ob- 
jeciye: malice , >which this ſchiſmaticall 
Excommunicatour intends. '/: 

.:Pg@ Weſpeak of one contradiction, 
and yew of another; 7b;4, To yous de- 
mand, whether «zz /e/f be words of our 
4 O 4 Deh- 
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Definition or no, weanſwer, (as we have 
already done) that the word o&part is 
to be underſtood of the perſon' fepara- 
ting, and of no other, in the Definition 


of Schiſme, and may connaturally be ſo ©-* © 


underſtood in ours. Fol. 30. P: 18. your 
-proving our Definition inconvertible, be- 
. cauſe there may be ſome Schifme;) viz. 
unjuſt ſeparation of another-for- keeping 
Catholique Communion ,- which is not a 
voluntary ſeparation of ones ſelf; might 
have been ſpared, if you had attended to 
our diſcourſe in the fourth 'reaſon. ' For 
if as we ſay there, *ar ative [eparation of 
others never be {chiſmaticall, bat-whew'the 
reaſon adiojned to it includes effentially a 
ſeparation of ones ſelf, &*c. That: ſepara- 
tion ſo included muſt needs be voluntary; 
ſeeing the motive including it eſſentially 

moves the Separatour to elicite freely and 
voluntarily that act. Yo have there-= 
fore hitherto given no dire anſwer at all 
to this fourth Reaſon: For the inſtance 
of Firmilians words import nothing, un- 
lefle it be firſt. proved , that Steven ex- 
communicated them: onely for this rea- 
ſon, becauſe they kept - Catholique 
Communion ; which neither is, nor can 


be 


3 


Was. —_ - 
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be proved. And as little your citing our 
words for the unvoluntarineſle of ſome 
ſeparation from the Cliurch, for neither 
ſpeak we of a ſeparation done for that 
ſole reaſon. 

Thus P. 32. * you deſcend to yourſin- 
gle and effentiall notion. of Schiſme, 
which we will defer , till we have briefly 
replied to what you fay in confutation of 
our, Arguments, becauſe it requires , as 

ing of main importance, a particular 
TS ob -> mY 

P. 31. num. 5. Therefore we treated 
the not making good your Definition, to 
Sain time, and contract this indirect dif- 
ficulty about the nature of Schiſme; with 
all ſpeed (it being ſo. much defired by the 
Auditory).and by way of prevention. to 
avoid as long a. Diſputation: about your 
Definition, as we have had, and are like- 
ly to.have (if ſome means-of ContraQion: 
be not provided) about ours. And there- 
fore. we ſaid-, that your Definitiouwas: 
not onely proved (for that might well. 
have paſſed). but infringed by. your Ar- 
Sument and. inſtance: againſt , us :. And: 
therefore we ſay ,; That you. can never 
make good, nor proceed. conſequently to: your 

heh © $ M D efin- 


Definition, &c. And the reaſon is, be” 
cauſe that inſtance of ſome unjuſt ſepar 
ration of others, which if you' haveſpe- 
cited, concludes nothing againſt 'ourDe- 
finition , as it is preciſely under'the for- 
maliry of an unjuſt ſeparation of others , 
but clearly'convinces, that the reaſon, or 
formality, which makes it formally ſchiC- 
maticall , is'the malice: of ſeparation-of 
ones ſelf contained in it; which: malice 
reſpeRed in its/formall conceipt,” oF inio- 
tion, abſtracts from all injuſtice to others, 
and may befound, where no injuſtice to- 
wards others by Ejection -is commiitted. 
Now ſeeing thatthat very at, which 

uv. bring: againſt our Detinition \ con- 
frmes it, what hope is there, that'you 
can bring any to confirm youts:” Y our 
alledging therefore ſome unjuſt EjeQtion 
of others againſt our. Definition, to be 
ſchiſmaticall; and that for -a formality 
found there accidentally to the pteciſe in- 
juſtice of it, which is not found in aſtunjuft 
Ejetions of others, you have neitherin- 
fringed our Definition , nor itade good 
yours, for proceeded confequently tot; 
which ' conſequence required tHit” you 
thouldgat leaft have prothived forae one 
ng # = unjuſt 
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ufjuſt -Exction of others; whith-preciſe- 
ly by reaſon of- the ſole-injuſtice of it 
one to. another , is ſchiſmaricall; and 


- |... "then- 4: paritate rations, yourwould have 
"a @ .confirmed-your Definition, and proceed.- 


ed conſequently to it :. For if for the ſole 
injuſtice of it; to others in that a& it had. 
been ſchiſmaricall, all and every, or any 
ſuch unjuſt a& would have been ſchiſma- 
ticall, which 1s your Definition, 

Fol. 31. p.10: zum. 1. To your firſt z 
priori, I anſwer, Thay an Argument 2 pa- 
ritate, or fimili, when it contains inſtan- 


ces, which are known 4 priors, to havethe 


like reaſon, that is in the thing to be pro- 
yed, (as theſe are) .are deſervedly termed 
Arguments 4 priori, All our inſtances 
conclude alike ; for all of them ſtill re- 
main united to the Body, as is manfeſt , 
which was all we offered to prove by this 
firſt Argument, as appears by our words, 
and you do not, nor cannot deny; which 
was directly againſt your pofition, That 
he, who unjuſtly ſeparates another, c:nſe- 
quentially ſeparates himſelf from the 
Charch : if you underſtand: thoſe laſt 
words. of the viſible Church , as I have: 


ſhewed you.did, and muſt. do, The im- 


mediate- 
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mediate diffieulty therefore treated in this |} 
Argument (as'in the reſt) was not, whe- þ. 
ther ſuch were Schiſmatiques or no, # 
(which you incoberently and inappoficeby |F. .. 
couch) but whether ſuch were ſeparated ®:P-* 
from the Bodies, to which they before be- 
longed, which manifeſtly they are not. 


| SEET, 
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b } . * How the word Church 5 to be xnderſtood Fl 


thr Controverſie about the Definition of 
Schiſme. © | 


GC: 30. 
q 1. The firſt: Argument: -/ 


AY here you will. give .us: leave to 
take notice of another paſſage of 
yours extorted from you by the force of. 
Truth , viz. We had indeed our ſelves 
granted, yea comtended., that he alſo, which 
ſeparateth others unjuſtly from the Church- 
Communion, doth thereby inaced (sf not: ſt» 
parate before ) conſequentially ſeparate him. 
ſelf from the Church. Thus you, Cone 
cerning which words, oP propoſition, 
He which ſeparateth- others, &6..1f-it; be 
an.univerfall-propoſition , (as it muſt he, 
if you will prove any thing. er fpeak,-Lo- 
gically) it muff fay thus much, 'Thatever - 
ry one, which ſeparates. another unjuſtly, 
&c. conlequentially. ſeparates himſelf 
from the Church... Whencewill any > 
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firſt, that ifany lawful Biſhop ſhould out = 
of ſpleen , or envy, excommunicate any 
ſubje& of his for ſome pretended crime, | 
which he knows to be falſe , that Biſtiop [ bi 
would conſequentially. ſeparate | himſelf "| -* 
from the' Charch , and becomea formall 
Schiſmatique, and ſo be no-member of the 
true viſible Church , 'much leſs a lawful 
Paſtour of it, and that all who commu. 
nicate with him'; or acknowledge his Au. 
thority, become alſo Schiſmatiques : 
whichconſequence I'think you will ſcarce 
follow, tf 1g 9 "Jab3 | 
9 34101 9416 1Þg; 3D. -- | 
To your firſt Argument we anſwer, 
That [uch a lawfull Biſhop as you there 
deſeribe ," cuts-hnmſelf. off -( as Eirmilian- 
ſud) by bis exvious; maliciows, and. unjuſt 
cntring off anather from Chriſts Body, en- 
vjiny to:that other due benefit.( which you 
(cammr deny, God and Chrift allowed him) 
off Cuttholique Communion, and ſo doth ſe. 
pur-bre! bimfelf , twiſonre amportant ſenſe, = 
Jhohn4he Bady of Chriſt viz. hd heermes a | 
dendl 1member; and [0 an Equivicall, and 
fand'member of Chrifts Body that #,,of the 
Church , i ſonge\ proper .avreprion of the 
Cimreh ita 83 Paulin: Cons; rraches. 
4012 That 
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That no member of an Harlot: can be a 
member of Chriſt a: be ſame time, and 
fo nit of his Body : which us enough to juſtt- 
fie our Propoſition arawn from the words 
of Firmilian. 'But when from thence you 
Sinferre, that Biſhop to become no true 
member of the true viſible Church, much 
leſle a lawfull Paſtour of it, and -that all 
which communicate-with him become al- 
ſo' Schiſmatiques; we deny rhe conſequence, 
For” that member of an Harlot (who1ay 
be, and oft is ſuch ſecretly) which' $t. Paul 


| ſaith, cannot be a' member of Chriſt, and fo 


wot of his Body, may in another-acteption: 
in the viſible Church: and they-which com- 
wunicate 'with\ him be” 6 far from: being - 


| $u try of Schiſme thereby, that they would 


ecome ſchiſmaticall, if they refuſed to com- 
wunicate with him. 
11 " Fol 3 I "4.2 0 p76 
Concerning your new acceprion-of thie 
word Church as contradiftirguiſhed from 
the viſible Church , for ſo-you''lay pup. 
27. nm. -1. and 28, lin, 1, Thats Paſtor 
wnjnſty excommunicatiny mother , though 
be ſeparate" bim(aff fooms:- the "Body uf 
5}, chu i, of the Chae; "in 'fut'pie- | 
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per acception of the word Church, &c. may. 


1» another acception of the word Church, be 
a Biſhopin the viſible Church , we wonder 


exceedingly at fo ſudden and unexpeRed-,, . (., 


a change. For from the very firſt propo- 
fall of our Deſinition (wherein we made 
expreſſe mention of the viſible Church) 
till chis your preſent Reply, there was no 
other acception of the Church treated of, 
or mentioned amongſt us, then. of the vi- 


ſible Church. Secondly, you render your - 


own Propoſition dubious.and equivocall, 
without any light given to underſtand the 
different acception- of the word Church 
init, and fo. not intelligible ; which is: 
this, That he who ſeparates others unjuſtl 
rom the Chaurch-communioy, doth « / 
conſequentially ſeparate himſelf from the 
 Charch. For in the former part of this 
Propoſition , Church is clearly taken for 
- the »j/ib/e Church , and in the latter,you: 
' Lake it for the 53nwi/eb/e, that is, for the- 
lively members of Chrift.. Thirdly, you 
make this propaſition of yours to- be 
falſe : for he that ſeparates others-unjuſt- 


ly, ſeparates not himſelf from the body 


and lively members of Chriſt - couſeq»es- 
tally, but formally and: primarily, \Forit. 


_ 
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i525 impoſſible to conceive, that an un- 
juſt perſon ſhould be of the-number of 
the juſt, as that an imprudent man ſhould - 
.. be of the number. of the prudent. As 


© therefore imprudence formally and pri- 


marily ſeparates him from- the number of 
the prudent, and not conſequentially; fo 
unjuſtice feparates this from' the-number 
of the-juſt formally and y_ . but not 
conſequentially. *Fourthly , if Fou take 
Church in this your new ſenſe, 'you make 
your difcourſe inconſequent. For: you 
tel] upots this propoſition, by treating this 
faying of 'ours; T here & nd aftive ſeparg- 
tion, ſave that of ont#ſelf', which eay pro 
perly be termed Schiſme, 'whereapon: you 
immediately adde theſe words ,, We had 
indeed our ſelves granted , yea'contended, 
that he alſo, which ſeparates others, &c. 
doth thereby indeen, '( if not ſeparate before) 
conſequentially ſeparate himſelf from the 
Church. Now ſeeing our words were 
clearly .underſtood of a fepartion from 
the viſible Church , all conſequence -of 
doctrine required, that. this ſeparation of 
ones ſelf; from:the Church' ſhould be'tin- 
derſtood of no other ; fave rhe vifeble 
Church : eſpecially ſeeing you joyn. _ 
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ſenſe of your Propoſition to that of ours 
by the wordal/e, ſaying, We granted and 
contended, that he alſo; who ſeparates others 
unjuſtly, &c. conſequently ſeparates hin= 
ſelf from the Church. Fifthly, your Pro- 
poſition underſtood in this ſenſe, 15 not 
proved, but diſproved by :the words of 
Firmilias', which . you:alledge - in your 
confirmation of-it., For the-whole drift 
of Firwtliaz in that; Epiſtle, is.to: dilate 
himſelf in the declaration-of: the viſible 
Church; proving , that the Baptiſme of 
Heretiques was z#/., becauſe. performed 
by. thoſe , who were" out: of the viltble 
Church : and inthe very wotds. cited by 
you, hedefines him to be a Schiſmatique, 
 Whobhath made himfelf: an Apeſtate. from 
the Communion of the Ecclefiaſtical Unity; 
which words cannot.be uaderſtgnd but of 
one ſeparating himſelf from-theEommu. 
nion of thewhole viltble.Church, (as you 
affirme inthe; exph:cation of-the. formall 
reaſon. of; Schiſme hereafterz):for all Ec- 
clefiaſticall Communion and Unity muſt 
be viſible, Sixthly, your Propoſition'un- 
derſtg0d- in' this ſetiſe-15/made contrads 
tory to your Detinitior of Schiſme. 
For you fay , Schiſme « any voluntary 


renting 


On I Ire nr en nn ne ee I gs en mites... .. — 


© 


| 


'& hereto be underſtood. 307 
renting, or ſeparating our: ſelves, &c. from 
the body of Chriſt. Now thouglt'this be 
| buta part of your Detinition, yet you 


©: muſt aſſert it to be' univerſally a true 


'* Propoſition ; for no falſe Propoſition 
can be a part of a true-Definition : there- 
fore this propoſition muſt betrhe, Zwery 
voluntary renting, or ſeparating our ſelves, 
&c. from the one Body of Chriſt muſt be 
Schiſme. But if you underſtand this faid 
Propoſition in this new acception of the 
the Church, there will be found a million 
of voluntary ſeparations, and renting 
ones ſelf from the one body of ' Chriſt; or 
the Church ,. which will*#6t be Schifme-. 
nor ſuch ſeparatvurs , or renters, Cchiſ- 
matiques ; unleſſe-you'grant; thatevery 
mortall Sin isa Schiſme, and every mor- 
tall Sinner a Schiſmatique :- for all 'theſe 
ſeparate themſelves from- Chrif'atid'his 
lively body, which you here define to be 
meant by the word Chxrch, as appears 
manifeſtly by your citing r'Co7. 6. for the 
fin of Fornication ſo ſeparatiny;-and if 
that, 2 paritate rations, all other mortall 
ſins. Laſtly, hence appears, that as we 


before affirmed, you were conſtrained by 
the force of Truth to advance the faid 
Propo- 
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Propoſition, ſo may we now affirm, that 
theſame Truth hath put you upon a ne- 
ceſlity to give this unexpeRed interpre- 


tation of it: which though for the pre- .. - 
ſent it might ſeem to ſhift off our Argu- -* 


ments, yet it will now appear to have 
brought more -inconvenienciesand diffi- 
culcies with'it , then were thoſe , which 
you endeavoured to avoid by it. Upon 
the ſettling therefore the underftanding, 
in the ſecond part of your ſaid Propoſ1- 
tion, by the word Chxrch, no other, ſave 
the viſible Church, whereof we have his 
therto treated, our Arguments returne 
to their firſt force , and: require another 
ſolution, then what you have given to 
them. Andall your ſolutions depending 
upon this your new acception of the 


Church, loſe all force: to ſolve our Ar- 


.Suments, becauſe they become ineffectual 

by proceeding. .upon a falſe ground, and 
ſo require no anſwer at all from us., till 
our preſent :-4.3; qa of the ground of 
them be infringed, 


' "'&s here to be underſtood, 309 


Li 


C. 32; © + > "146869 


.Q.-. 4 2. The ſecond Argument, colternins 
J-” the Biſhop of RomeTeig a part of the 
vifible-Charch, 
IST 
Secondly, hence will follow , that ſee- 
ing the Biſhop of Rome and allPrelates, 
who communicate” with him; and the 
| Biſhopof Conſtantinople, and all the Bi- 
- | ſhopsand Paſtours of his party, either, z 
are, or, ab homine , excommunicate all, 
| who hold many of your Tenets againft 
. | + them, and have done fo, at leaſt fincethe 
« great Councel of Lateran, that for theſe 
four hundred years all thoſe Biſhops and 
Paſtours have been ſeparated conſequent- 
| . ly from Chriſts true viſible Church . and 
- | '» by conſequence, that all the people of 
thoſe Churches, by communicating with- 
them, as their lawfull Paſtours, became 
alſo Schiſmatiques, and ſeparated from 
the true viſible Church : whence laſtly 
| follows, that both the Eaſt and Welt 
| +Churches have been falſe Schiſmaticall 
Churches for ſo many Ages; and neither 


# the true Church , nor members of the 
| true 


a 
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true Church of Chriſt : which is both | 


clearly contrary to; the, profeſſed Tenets 
of your late Doctors, under the notion 
of Proteſtants, and highly Calviniſticall, . 


and deftruRive of. the' true Church of®: 4 


Chriſt, both in the Eaſtern and Weltern 
World. 
1 24a 7, 'P. 32, be 'FPÞ 
« IJAs to. th4t- part of. your ſecond, Argu- 
ment againſt our: Propoſitton.,, wherein you 
dffirns, that the Biſhop of Conſtantinople, 
and all the Biſhops and Paſtors of hus party, 
,excommunieate, all who hold many, of our 
Tenets againſt them , and: have gane. ſo at 
Lteaft ever farce the great Conncel of Late- 
rat, that-4s; theſe four hundred years ;; we © 
require, you ta prove it«f you can. T hu to 
fay,af you be not able to ſhew why you ad- 
ventare to objett it to,ms., 1s to ſergye-;your 
Hypothelis even by highly offending againſt | 
Charity ; Eccleftaſticall', (which yet this 
whole conference of | ours ſhould principally 
aim to preſerve) by ſowing ſeeds of Diſ- 
cord and Diſunion betwixs the Churches of 


F 


Chriſt and the true Zdembers of bis Body. / 


Whereas it 1s 01 'the other fide apparently 
erae , that that Patriarch yearly excom- 
muncates your ſelves for Schiſmatiques 
at 
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'at leaſt ; which is alliweneed toretaru:up- 
on you'; 'as to our. queſtden! at'> this timei: 


And that your Roman. Biſuop Schiſmati- 


. :: cally yearly excommunicates him; and the 
". Biſhops and Paſtors of his party. ' 'And fo 


the Eaſt andWeſt Charches are miſerably 


: dyvided, and: reut aſunder from eachother 
through your fanlt;, and not by any coloyr 
of. conſequence from our propoſition: And 


this, thoſe, whom you call 'the old Proteftants 
(never impeached as Calviniſticall) Rows 
ever laid to Jour charge. 

C. 33. 

You determine nothing in anſwer. to 
our inſtance of the Weſtern or:Ronman 
Church, which we made againſt your Pro- 
poſition, whether it be mortally Schiſma- 
ricall , and confequently ſeparate from 
the true viſible .Churcl: of. Chriſt-or no, 


which was the main importantpoint;to 


our preſent Queſtion, and we expeRted, 


and yet expect, a full determinate anſwer 
- about it ; 


viz. . Whether the Roman 
Church , both now ,-and- eyer ſince the 


' Councel of Lateran,, be ſo co1 
- ally ſeparate 'byreaſon of her pretended 

_ - unjuſt Exconmunication of -you:, : and 
thoſe who hold any of your Opinions 


againſt 


nes erat, ne ern, 
———— — ———  _—— _—_— 
. 
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againft her , that ſhe hath had no true 
Biſhops, or Paſtours , in her, this four 


hundred years laſkpaſt. . Anſwer wepray KF. 
PunRually toithis, and where will be , 4 


your Church then? 2 
Concerning the Eaſtern Churches ex- 


- communicating ever ſince. the great 


:Councel of Laterar, thoſe who held ſome 
or other of your Opinions ,- we anſwer, 


that it is manifeſt to have been ſo , even 


from the Councel of Lateras it ſelf, For 
after it had defined Tranſubſtantiation to 
be a point of Faith, and thereby condemn- 
ed the contrary Opinion to be Hereſie, as 


alſo the \4/bigenſes, who held many of  F. 


your opinions againtt the Roman Church 
to be Heretiques, &c. It excommunicates 
all Heretiques,all Heretiques whatſoever, 
and ſo by conſequence all thoſe who held 
ſome Opinions with you againſt the Ro- 
man Church. Now at that time two of 
the Greek Patriarchs 1n perſon , and two 
by their Legates, were preſent in that 
Councel, with many of* their. inferiour 
Biſhops; ' who all then reconciled them- 
ſelves tothe Roman Church,and ſubje&- 
ed themſelves to the Biſhop of Rowe ; 


and ſo much in all reaſon account that 


Councel 
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Councel to have been lawfull , and obli. 
Satory as well to them, as to thoſe of the 
Latine Church, Therefore either they 
. aceto be ſuppoſed to attribute obligato- 
ry force'to the Canons of that Councel, 
and ſo to maintaineverſince the Excom- 
munications inflicted: and ordained in it, 
as Excommunications 4 jure, Or to bave 
quitted their Obedience to a lawfull Ge- 
_ nerall Councel : which if it beſo, the 
are to be eſteemed no better then Schil-. 


\ * matiques, and ſo-no more a part of the 


true viſible Church , (as we have proved) 
and then it matters not whom they ex- 
communicate., or excommunicate not. 
And by this our Propoſition will be true, 
that they have had no lawfull 'Biſhops 
this four hundred years, either by allow- 
ing and maintaining the Excommunicati- 
ons of the Councel of Lateray, which 
you eſteem unjuſt and ſeparative from the 
Church, (which we have proved muſt be 
the viſible Church) or, {incetheir reje&i- 
on of that Couftcel,in becoming Schiſma. 
tical; by rejecting the Authority of a law- 
full Generall Councel. 

Now 'to give further ſatisfaction about 
the tate and proceeding of the Greek 

| P Church, 
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Church, in regard of Proteſtants ſince 
Lathers time, you need no more evidence 
then the anſwer of Hieremizs Patriarch 
of Conſtantizople, to the Articles fent him 
from the Lutherans,drawn from the Con- 
 feſfion of Anugaſta, which he condemned 
and rejeted one after another, viz. all 
thoſe wherein they oppoſed the Roman 
Church , fave onely that of the Popes 
preſent Supremacy , - as Novelties, Errors 
in Faith, and contraty to the Univerſall, 
Ancient ,” and Apoſtolicall Traditions ; 
and thereupon denies to communicate 
with them , unleſſe they revoked thoſe 
Errours. And that you may not think, 
thatieither the Latine Tranſlation of S9- 
colovis is-falſe , or that we have altered 
the Greek Text-of Hieremias , you may 
pleaſe to. peruſe Aa Theologorum Wit- 
tembergenſium & Hieremie Patriarche 
Conſtantinopolitani,” de Auguſtana Confeſ- 
fone, printed at #irremberge Anu 1584. 
wherethefe Divines of Wittemberpe ac- 
knowledge, that the Greek 'Church dif- 
 fersfrom'thoſe of the Augnſtine Confeſſi- 
ox in fourteen Points now-controvetret 
betwixt 'Proteſtants , 'and' thofe 'of 'the 
Church of Rome, And Sir Edwyn Sunds 

in 


. ® .* 
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in his Relation of the ſtate of Religion 
uſed in the Welt parts of the World, to- 
wards the end of his. Book, affirmeth, - 
that the Greek Church concurreth with 
them at Rome in Tranſubſtintiation, Sa- 
crifice of Maſle , Prayer to Saints, Au- 
ricular Confeſſion , Sacrifice and Prayer 
for theDead, Purgatory, Worſhipping 
of Images, &c. Now ſeeing, they hold 
theſe and the like Points as Points of 
Faith, univerſally and continually belie- 


ved amongſt Chriſtians, it is manifeſt, 


that they condemne the contrary as no- 
vell Hereſies, and ſo account and deteſt 
the maintainers of them as; Heretiques, 
andexclude chem from all Chriſtian Com- 


- munion with them. 


What you ſay of the Greek Churches - 
yearly excommunicating thoſe of theLa- 
tine Charch , makes agoink your ſelf; 
ray and} proves them to be Schiſmatiques, 


' morethenany Evidence you can bring 


will prove thoſe of the Roman Church 
to be ſo. Forin that annuall Excommu- 
nicationz they excommunicarte all Prote- 
ſtants, as well as Roman Catholiques, for 
holding the Proceſfion of the holy Ghoſt 
from the Father and the Son, which is 

" the 


216 . How the word Church 


the chief quarrell which they have againſt 
the Latine Church. For this is acknow- 
ledged by all the Latines, both you and 


us.to be a moſt unjuſt Excommunication, .. 


ſeeing it is for maintaining a Chriſtian 
Catholique Truth. Thus then by your 
oppoſition to our Argument, you have 
given us occaſion , not onely to defend, 
but to ſtrengthen and confirme it , viz. 
That you muſt hold the Grecians Schif- 


matiques, according to your preſent prin-. 


ciples, not onely for unjuſtly excommuni- 
cating you for holding Opinions againſt 
the Roman Church, but alſo for holding 


the Proceſſion of the holy Ghoſt, apainlt, 


Roman Church. 


them, with the Ron 
Sos Ee: i 


Next you tell us , we determine nothing 


in anſwer to your inſtance of the Weſtern, 
er Roman, Church, (where by the way we 
advertiſe your, yonr meting out the Weltern 
or Roman Church, as of one meaſure , 15 
not admitted by us as proper ſpeaking, or 
true , Viz. as that the Roman and Weſtern 
Church are ſuch terms , as that the latter 
adequately interprets the former : ſo far 
are we from admitting Roman 70 be all 
one with the Univerſ(all , or .Catholike one 

l Charch 


4 
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, | 


z here to be underſtood. 317 
Churoh of Chriſt, aud which if it were, 
it would therefore alſo nit be adequate 
with the Weſtern. 1 
| E434 
It imports little what you now think 
of the inadequateneſle of the terms,” Re- 


wan and wn Hp Church , for we ſpeak 
of them as they were underſtood in the 


time of the Councel of Lateran, and 
ever ſince, till you Proteſtants made a 


diviſion from the Roman. Was not,in all 


that tra& of time, the Roman,as a Patri- 
archall Church, (for ſo onely we treat it 


_ here) and the Weſtern Church of the 


Tame. extenſion Name any one viſible 
and Hierarchical! Church in the Weſt, 
which was not ſubje& to the Roman Pa- 
triarch, in all thac time, and accounted it 
ſelf a part of the Roman Patriarchate, 


and as ſyubje& to the Biſhop of Rome, as 


to'their lawfull Patriarch, as any other 


_ Provinces and particular Churches in the 


Eaſt eſteemed thermſelyes ſubje& to their 
reſpeRive Patriarchs : not that the Ro- 
man Biſhop had any limitted Patriarchate 
allotted him in any Councel , or by force 
of any Canon,or Tradition, as the others - 
bad, orthat he was formally a Patriarch, 
P 3 but 
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but onely virtually , as containing emi- 
nently in his univerſal] Juriſdiction, all 
inferiour Dignities, and therefore term- 
ed Patriarch of the Weft , becauſe in all 


the Weſtern Tra&, there was no other, 4 


who had anciently a Patriarchall Dignity 
and Power over thoſe of the Welt, under 
the Roman Biſhop, . but he; governed all 
the particular Weſtern, Churches imme- 
diately, without committipg the Fatri- 
archal Juriſdiction of them to any Biſhop 
of the Welt: ſothat in all caſes accord- 


ing to the Canoss, wherein the Patriarchs * 


of the Eaſt exerciſed Juriſdiction over the 
Biſhops, Metropolitanes and Primates, 
in theirſeverall Patriarchates, the Biſhop 
of Rome exerciſed the ſame over thoſe 
of the Weſt. | 

| P. 34, 


Your inſtance was this , that if we fas; 
that every one, who (eparates another un- 
juſtly, &c. conſequently ſeparates bimſelf 


from the Church , it will\follow, ſay you, 


that [ceing the Biſhop of Rome,, avd;\al 
Prelates who cemmunicate with him, ex- 
communicate all, who hold many of our T'e- 
vets againſt them, aud have done ſo at leaſt 
ever ſince the great Conncel of Lateran, 


they 


— rr ered 
©.» 


EXE 40 


& here to be underſtood. 319 
they would conſequentially be ſeparate from 
the Church , and ſo that Church have no © 
true Biſhop or Paſtors mn her, theſe four 
hanared years laſt paſt. To this your in- 
ſtance, you ſay, we determine nothing. 1f 
you affett nit tedious diverſion from the 
Theſis , whereabout we now controvert, to 
the Hypotheſis, and particular caſe *twixt 
Rome an #5, (from which we are the lon- 
ger kept off , by ſuch inartificiall precipi- 
tation, and confuſed hadling of Thelis and 
Hypotheſis together ) you cannot but ac- 


| knowledge, that we have given you ſuffici- 


ent an/wer , (till you aipprove it.) Firſt 
Jou know and take knowledge , that we de- 
clare our ſelves not to mean , that ever! ut 
guſt Excommunicatonr of others doth there- 
by become no Member , no Biſhop, or:-Paſtour 
of the viſible Church. Secondly we have 
told you , that ſuch. Biſhip, or Paſtowrs, as 
who are cut off from being any lively mem- 
bers of Chrifts lively myſticall Bedy by 
their wickeaneſs, yet nay remain ſo proper- 
ly true Bijzops 224 Paſtonrs of the Church, 
as that it ſhould be Schiſme for any under 
them to withdraw their ſubjeftion from: 
them , and cenſequently Schiſmaticall to 
deny them to be true Biſhops and Paſtours ; 
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fince both theſe Propoſitions, you know, are 
. our aeclared minae, and that frem theſe two 
every meaneſt underſtanding can collett, 
that though all the Weſtern, or Reman, Bi 
ſhops ( as you ſpeak ) in the Ceanncel of La- 
teran (which, as yer ſay, ſo excommunica- 
ted all that hold many of our T enets ) ſhould 
be by us yielded, at your inſtance, as mor - 
tally Schiſmaticall, to have been cut off from 
the Church, (that #, you khuew , in our de- 
clared ſenſe, from being members of Chriſt's 
live-myſticall Buy; ) and ſince we are not 
by any Logick, or common Reaſon obliged to 
make good our Propoſitions in yur ſenſe, 
but in that which was ours, and which be-- 
fore this your Replication we declared to 
be ours ;, yet though ſo ceaſing to be living 
members of Chriſts myſtical Body , they 
would not ceaſe to be truly Biſhops and 
Paſtors of the Church, though wicked ones, 
and therefore might give valid Ordinaticn 
to our Biſhops in King Henry the Eighth 
his time nevertheleſſe : And ſo to your que - 
ftion, And where will your Church be 
then? We anſwer, And where is your Ar- 
gument now become ? Oxr Charch ss 
where it was , had valid Ordinaticn from 
true Biſhops ; though you inferre from our 
E roPpe= 
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Propoſption, that they were wicked ones ; aud 
fo no live-members of Chriſts myſticall 
Body. We pray, might not Judas Iſcariot, 
when ſent by Chriſt, make Children of God 
by Chriſts Baptiſme , when himſelf was a 
childe of. the Devil ? Will you queſtion all 
the Ordinations made by ſueh Popes, as Ba- 
ronius ; aud all good men acknowledge. to 
have been wicked ? and yet thu 5s mt half 
' the weakgeſſe of this your inſtance upon 
- #6, 
__C. 35. 

It was obviousenough to gather, what 
in conſequence of Doctrine you ought to 
have ſaid of the Roman Biſhop, and all 
other Biſhops and Churches adhering to 
them ; but becauſe, (conſidering your ma- 
ny inconſtancies and inconſequences al- 
ready laid open)we had no reaſon to ſup- 
poſe, that you would fay inthis main: 
:mportant difficulty what your principles 
. require you ſhould ſay,/ we had.reafon to 
exact from you a dire anſwer, whereby 
it might appear, not y ou ought to 
 fay, but whether you! fafo, what 
you ought to ſay. And our expectation 
in this ha's now obtained what weiinten- 
ded. You affirm therefore here, enforced: 

P 5 Lo 
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to it by our preſling for a dire& and open: 
anſwer, that the Biſhops of Rome, and all 
the Prelates which communicate with 


them, notwithſtanding the pretended un- - 
juſt Excommunication of you, and of « 


whomſoever held many of your Tenets. 
againſt them , ever ſince the great Coun- 
_ celof Lateras , ceaſe not to be truly Bi- 
ſhops and Paſtors of the Church, rhoxugh 
wicked ones, as you ſay, and that it ould 
be Schiſme for any under them, to withdraw 
their ſubjettion from them. And that they 
have a true and lawfull Authority over 
their Subje&s in the Church, and as much 
wer to, governe Chriſtians, and exer- 
ciſe their Eccleſiaſtical Fun&tions amongit 
them.,” as had 7«das-1/cariot , before his 
deſerting Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and 
many wicked Popes (as you fuppoſe) over 
the Chrifttans ſubje& to them in their 
reſpective times and deftrits. This is in- 
deed a clear and open Confeſlion, and ail 
_ wedeſired from you : But look now that 
you ſtand clolggyFit, and make no devia- 
occalton requires, that 
it be preſt againſt you. For hence will 
follow, firſt, that all the Chriſtians with- 
in the particular Dioceſle of the Biſhop 
of 
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of Rome would be truly Schiſmatiques,. 
and that inthe acception. of our detini- 
tion, if they yielded not obedience to the 
Biſhop of Rome ever ſince the Councel 


@f Lateran, Secondly , hence will fol- 
low, that all thoſe, who were under the 
Weltern Patriarch , were mortally and 
grievouſly Schiſmatiques, who have re- 
linquiſhed the obedience of the Biſhop-of 
Rome from the *Councel of Lateray , till 
the beginning of Proteſtants , upon pre- 
tence of his unjuſt Excommunication of 
them for holding any opinions with you 
againit the Roman. Church. Thirdly, 
that ſeeing the differences in matters of 
Faith betwixt us, arenot, as yours now 
contend, deftructive of Chriſtian Faith, 
and ſoare conſiſtent with a true Churclf 
of Chriſt, and the true Biſhops of it, it 
will follow , that the firſt beginners: of. 
Proteſtancy. and conſequently all the reſt 
ſucceſtively (iding with- them, by ſubſtra-- 
Qing themſelves from- the obedience and: 
communion of the Roman Biſhop in 
theſe Weſtern parts, were and are formal: 
Schiſmatiques. Fourthly , that even: 
though it were ſuppoſed, that ſomePro=- 
teſtants were not under the obedience <a 
the: 
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the Biſhop of Rome, when they made 
their ſeparation from him ,-and thoſe who 
communicated with him ; and fo. would 
not have been Schiſmatiques by denying 


your conceſlion) remains a true and law- 
tull Biſhop of the viſible Church, they are 


Schiſmatiques by violating the Commu- ' 
nion of Coordination with him, and di- 


viding themſelves from him, and all that 
communicate with him , into a ſeparate 
body. Fifchly, hence followes, that all 
thoſe, who ſubſtrated their Obedience 
from their lawtull Biſhops in every Nati- 
on reſpeQtively,as Lather did in Germany, 
Calvin and his inFraxce, Knox and his: 
in Scotland, Parker and his in England, 
&c. upon pretence that their reſpeive 
Biſhops maintained the Religion and 
Communion with the Biſhop: of Ree, 
were truly and mortally Schiſmatiques , 
and that in the ſame degree with thoſe, 
who ſhould have ſeparated themſelyes 
from 7-das, whileſt he remained an Apos 
ftle; or from the lawful Biſhops of Rowe, 
whileſt they were onely wicked in their 


lives : and conſequently fuch Separators J_ 


of themſelves , even according te your 
Prin= 


3 


obedience to him ; yet ſeeing he (in thi 0 


| 
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Principles, were to be a5 much avoided © 
by all good Chriſtians, as were the Do- 
ratiſts,Acacians, &c. and it were Schiſme 
to communicate with them. Thus then 
p you ſce what reaſon we had to prefſe you 

' todeclare your mindes fully and clearly 
concerning our objection*of the Roman 
Biſhops and their adherents. ever-(ince 
the great Councel of Laterazx. 


P. 35. 


C 3. Concerning the Authority. of the 
fourth Conncel of Lateran. 


* For if we had a minat to follow you i 
confounding and mingling the queſtion in 
Theſi (which yet findes you and us buſineſs 
enough) with that queſtion 1n Hypotheſi, 
whether the Roman Church be mortally 
Schiſmatica{l or no ? ( for that you ſay, The 
Weſtern Biſhops in the Lateray: Councel 
excommunicated all that hold many of 
out Tenets). we would ſo far take up the 
defence of the Lateran Councel againſt you : 
and being reſolved to be charitable to thoſe 
who purſue us for it ,, and can juſtifie that 
car charity by not ſuffering what you pleaſe 

is 
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to be obtruded upon us : we ( we fay,) would 

' anddo (if you think this a ſeaſonable place 
forit) require you to prove , if you can, 
that thongh the Pope and hu nearer adhe- 


frines now held by us, ſhould have been,then 
Anathematized, that yet the Conncel ever 
conſented to- thoſe Canins. In the mean 
time we , who believe, no proof can be 
brought of it, leſt the Auditors ſhould meet 
 #nthu matter with nothing but Afirmati= 
ons and Requiſition of proof , but no proof 
either way; we offer our proof of the con- 
trary ; Viz. That ' though thoſe Canons, 
made, as we conceive, by Pope Innocent the 
Third, were by his Command read openly 
and propounded in that Councel, yet that 
Conncel aid not conſent unto them. 
C. 36. 

Here: you require a clear proof, that 
the Councel of Lateran confented.to the 
Canons, which were publiquely read (as 
youconfeſſe out of Adfatthew Paris, and 
are yet extant init: and we bring a ſeven. 
foldproof out of the very. words of the 
Canons:themſelves,that the whole Coun- 
cet conſented to them. For Canon the- 


3, 4, 5, 8, 48, 59, 67. they ſay, that 
f | | what: 


| 


rents would, perhaps, that (ome of the Do« ©.., < 


, 


| 
| 
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Ex 


E approbatione ſacri Concilii..., Synodali de- 


creto ftatuimws.....' All which fignifie, 
that thoſe Canons: were decreed by the 
conſent of that Councel. Now to. this 
moſt manifeſt and'irrefragable proof no- 
thing can be faid ; then that either theſe 
and the like clauſes were not extant in- 
the ſaid Canons, when they were read in 
the Councel, but corruptly added to them 
by Pope Innocent the Third, or by his. 
Adherents afterward: and this:mult: be 
clearly proved for till it be proved, 'pof- 
ſeſſion ftands for the fincerity.and purity 
of thoſe Canons, For otherwiſe the Ca- 
nons of all Councels. may at every ones 

pleaſure be refuſed , as dai by @- 
thers : or it muſt be ſaid, that whea thoſe 
Canonswere read in the Councel,' they 
had the ſad clauſes. jn them, and: then, 
if the Councel conſented not (as you af 
firme).to.thoſe Canons, you muſt prove; 


that the Biſhops. contradicted the faid 


clauſes .as falſe and:injugjons, either. inthe: 
Councel itſelf, or (if you pretend; Wo» 
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.they were deterred by fear of offending 
Pope [nocent ) preſently after the Coun- 
cel, when they were returned to their 
reſpeQive Sees, and had their Freedom, 


and Patronage of their Princes, eſpecial- 0.. 


ally thoſe of the Eaſt Church; who were 
out of all fear, or poſlibility to be impri- 
foned , or deprived of their Biſhopricks 
by the Pope, for declaring that abuſe, 
they not having given a ſufficient conſent 
to them, nor the Councel approving 
them , andſo requiring that thoſe clauſes, 
as ſurreptitious, ſhould be blotted out of 
the Canons: which notwithſtanding you 
neither have proved, nor can prove, ſeeing 
they ſtand till in the Canons, and you 
can ſhew no Authenticall Copy of them, 
which hath not thoſe clauſes in them ; or 
that the Biſhops there preſent excepted 


_—_ them. We have therefore out of 
þ 4 


e'expreſſe words of the Canons, ſe- 
ven times over, that the Councell 4id 
_ conſent to them, which is our Afler- 
tion. | 
Our firſt Argument therefore againſt 
this your new hatched Paradox , That 
the Councell of Lageran never £onſented ro 
thoſe 70 Canons , 1s the expreſs words _ 


. 
> 
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4. wherein thoſe clauſes are inſerted, and if 
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the Canons themſelves , read publiquely 
before the Councel, affirming ſeven 
times over, that they conſented , appro- 
. ved, andenaQted thoſe ſeverall Canons, 


thoſe, no' queſtion can be made of the 
reſt. Secondly , we prove the Councels 
conſent, in that the ſaid Canons, when 
Gregory theninth , a moſt learned Pope, 
(as Spondanm terms him , and all know 
he was) with the aſſiſtance of Raymundus 
a learned Dominican , compoſed the five 
Fooks of Decretalls ,, were put, with di- 
verſe other Canons and Detrees of gene- 
rall Councels and Popes, into the faid 
Books, and ſtand to this day in them, un- 
der the Notion and Titles of the Canons 
of the fourth Councell of Zateran, under 
Y,nocentins the third; no otherwiſe, then 
do the Canons of other Councels , under - 
the Titles of the Councels wherein "they 
were reſpectively ; and ever ſince received 
by all thoſe, who either commented upon 
thoſe Decretals, or ſtudied the Canon- 
Law as the genuine Canons of that Coun- 
cell, excepting no more againſt them, 
then they do againſt the Decrees there 
cited of any other Councels, And*we 
challenge 
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challenge any one of your party to ſhew, 
that any Authour, Counſellour , or Stu- 
dent in the Canon-Law, ever. excepted 
againſt theſe Canons, inſerted by Gregory 


the ninth into the Decretalls, as Canons... | 


of that Councell, more then againſt any 
other cited in the five Books of :Decte- 


talls. And yet further, ſeeing that many 


Biſhops, or other Prelates were probably - 
Kill living, when thoſe Canons were put 
into the Decretalls, as Decrees of this 
Councel of Lateray, ſome of them would 
certainly have diſcovered that impoſture, 
and openly complained of it, and ſome 
Authours would have taken notice of the 
Exception of ſuch Biſhops , and recorded 
them ; which never was done by any Ay- 
thour in the world. The inſerting there- 
foxe thoſe Canons equally with the reſt # 
other Councells into. the Decretalls ſo 
ſoon after that Councell, and the general 
acception of them through all Chrifien- 
dom, as the Canons of that Councel ſo in- 
ſerted,js as ftrong and invincible an Argu- 
ment, that they were the genuine Canons 
decreed by ſutticient conſent of Biſhops 


1n that Councell, asis the publique inſert- 


ivg the Acts of our Engliſh Parliaments 
; : into 


Qe. 
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into the Statute-Books of Englavd, un- 
der ſucha King, and in fuch a Parliament, 
univerſally received by all Lawyers and 


Q ea <<< 1 OQ = gnome 5 


Judges in Exg/ara without contradicti- 


i. on, to proves that ſuch Ads are the ge- 


' nuine, true Acts of ſuch Parkaments , en- 
aQed - by ſufficient conſent under: fuch 
Kings... And as he, who cotwithſtanding 
fach a proof, ſhould maintain , that they 
were not conſented to by fuch Parlia- 
ments, would be eſteemed by all ſober 
and prudent men , to be tranſported ra- 
ther with Frenzie, then guided by xeaſon, 

 fotocallin queſtion , what is folemnly 

inſerted into the Sturrnte-beck of - the 

Church, would ſeem to all equall judge- 

| ments to haye much more of paſſion, then 
reaſon .z to ſay no more. 

Our third Argument, is: the continuall 
Tradition of all Claflique Authours; who 
treat of Tranfubftantiation , and of 'the 
obligation-of Annuall Confeſtion, &c. 
who cite Cap. firmnatter , and Cap. onnes 
atriuſque, as Decrees of the Counceb of 
Eateran, inthe ſame: Tenor and Tithe, as 
they are inferted into: the Book of Decre- 
tals. Thus Gzliehmm Antiſoaorenſss, who 
flouriſhed Ano 1240. twenty RE 

after 
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after the Lateras Councel, witneſſes, 75. 
271. Queſt. Utrum quis differre poſſte 
confeſſionem, &c. That all are obliged by 
the Church to receive the holy Sacrament 
at Eaſter, and conſequently to Confeſle, 
which is the command of: this Laterar 
Councel. Cap. omnes utrinuſque. St. The. 
of 4q#in in the Year 1265, aboutfifty 


years after this Councel, 3. part. Art. 3. - 


in Corp, ſpeaking of the Churches Pretept 
of Annual Confeſſion, ſayes, Er fic te- 
nemar ex 1nſftitutione Beeleſie edita mn 
Contilio” Generali ſub *TInmcentio" tertio, 


media Vila in the Year 1290. ſeventy 


five years after the EBuncel, fol. 705. t 
4. 4ſt. 17. queſt,g. cites the ſame Chap- 


ter out of the Decretals of Gregory the 
.Ninth-at length, for Annual Confetiton , 


upon which hexefolves many other que- 
ſtions, concerning the true ſenſe of the 
ſaid words. Scotus Anne 1300. 85. years 
after the Councel in 4*. Nanc autem Re- 
mana Eccleſia tenet panem T ranſubſtan« 
tiari, &c. Sicut manifeſte: habetur , Ex- 
trav.ae ſumma T rinitate;andthen quotes 
the words of that Canon of the Councel 
of Lateran, Cap. firmiter. af 


Nicolans. 


—_— 


— 
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" Nicolans de Orbellis, Anne 1455. two 
hundred and forty years after the Coun- 


cel, in 4%. Diſt.11. Qxeft. 1. fol. 27. cites 


. the ſame Cap. firmiter, for Tranſubſtan- 
.. tiation. 


Our fourth Teſtimony is from the Au- 
thenticall Hiſtorians, who writ in and 
next after the Councel of Lateray. Ab- 
bas Urſpergenſis , who lived in the very 
time of this Councel, in the year 1215. 
ſtiles it , Santa & Umverſals Synodus, 
A holy General Conncel , (and Matthew 
Parts, cited hereafter by you, gives it the 
very fame title.) Now how could it be a 
holy General Councel , in their judge- 
ments, if they judged, that the Canons, 
which (as'you acknowledge) were pub- 
liquely read init, as decreed by it , were 
diſavowed by the Biſhops of the ſaid 
Councel , either Latine or Greek, either 


in the Councel it ſelf , or after it was dif- 


ſolved, whenthey were returned to their 
Sees. For ſecing that neither any of them, 
either in, or preſently after the Councel, 


ever complained of any ſuch dealing by. 


Tnnocentins, when they were in full liber- 
ty to do it, eſpecially thoſe of the Eaftern 
Church; being returned home, it is mani- 


Gp. 
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feſt. that either there was no ſuch matter, 


or that all the Biſhops of that Councel 
were wilful feducers of the whole Church, 


in obtruding upon them- falſe Canons, | 


as rules of Faith and Diſcipline. 
EE A - 5 

Tn proof whereof, firſt we alledge the wit- 
zeſſe of Matthew Paris, an Hiſtorian of that 
time; a man of approved life and experi- 
enced Religion, by the Teſtimony of Inn0- 
centius quartus. 7h Matthew'Paris 7e- 
ftifying @ diſſent and divijzon of the Conncel 
about them , but none teſtifying an agree- 
ment , or conſext of all , or of the major 
part to them : His words in rege Joanne 
ad Annum 1215. pag. 262. are, theſe. 
His omnibus congregatisin ſuo loco pre- 
fato, & juxta morem Conciliorum Gene- 
ralium in ſuis ordinibus ſinguli collocatis, 
facto prius ab ipſo Papa exhortationis 
ſermons, recitata ſunt in pleno. Concilio 
60. (alias 70.) Tapitula; Quz aliis pla« 
cabilia , aliis videbantur oneroſa : Tan- 
dem de negotio crucifixi & ſubjeQionis 
Terrz Sanz verbum prxdicationis ex- 
orſus, ſubjunxic, dicens, &c. Here's Di- 
viſion about them aliis placabilia, aliis 
videbantur oneroſa , 4x4 tandem , &c. 
| Here 


i 
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Here appears no coalition , or conſent upon 
them, but a Sermon followes about the 
vanquifhing of the Holy Land, wherein they 


| 9 » might and aid better agree, 


C.. 37» 

Now prove you by as expreſſe words 
from any Clafſique Author , that the 
Councel did not conſent to them, which 
is your Aﬀertion , and be ſure now that 
you makeit good, otherwiſe you will be 
found Traducers ofall the Fathers of that 
Councel, and inſufferably of that holy 
and learned Pope Tznocentins the Third. 
You alledge for your proof, firit, the 
words of Mathew Par here cited, But 
fayes Matthew Pars here, as expreſly as 
the Canons themſelves ſay the contrary, 
that the Councel did not conſent to 
them 2 Where tinde you- thoſe words in 


| this place of Aarthew Pars ? Say they 


at leaſt,thatthe major part ofthe Biſhops 
confented not to them? Where ave you 
that expreffed in them? Nay, ſay they 
expreſly, that atleaſt ſome of the Biſhops 
conſented not 'to them? not ſo much 


as oneexpreſle word of this neither. Can 


it therefore be inferred by any Logicall, 
or valid confequence, that any of theſe 
| part1- 


—_— — —————— 


336. Of the Authority of the 


particulars can be deduced from them? 


let us cry that. 
His words cited by you are theſe. Hz; 


omnibus congregatu in ſuo loco prafato, & - 
mxta morem Conciliorum Generaliam ſin- *. 


gulzs in ſuts orarmbus collocatss, fatta prins 
ab ipſo Papa. Exhortationts Sermone, reci- 
tata ſunt in pleno Concilio, 60. (al. 70.) 
Capitala ; que aliis placabilia, alits vide- 
bantur oneroſa. T andem de negotio Cruci- 
fixi & ſubjeftionts Terre Santte verbum 
predications exorſus ſubjunxit dicess,&c. 
<« Alltheſe being aſſembled in their fore- 
« faid place, and conſtituted in their 
* Ranks, or Orders , according tothe 


«© cultome of General Councels, the Pope 


_ © himſelf haying firſt made an Exhorta- 
<« tjon, in the full Councel were recited 
& 60, Chapters (al. 70.) (lay you, which 
«© Matthew Par ayes not) which ſeem- 
« edpleaſing to ſome, and burthtenſome 
< to others ; Laſtly, beginning a Sermon 
« about the Crucitix, and recovering of 
*« the holy Holy Land, he ſaid, &c. Now 


this Author in the next precedent. words. f 


to theſe relates, that there were in this 

Councel onely 412. Biſhops, whereof 77. 

were Metropulitans, and 800, —_—_ 
= an 


_ 
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and Priors; and then ſayes, His omnibus 
congregatis, &c. All theſe aſſembled, &c. 

and after , that when each of them was 
ſet in his proper ranke and place, 2 pleno 
Concilio, ec. theſe 60. Chapters, were 
recited-in full Councell; and then adds, 
Oxe aliis placabilia, &c. which ſeemed 


pleaſing to ſome, and burthenſeme to others : 


Ergo, ſay you, Matthew Pars layes, that 
the Councel conſented not, nor the major 
part of the Biſhops, to theſe Chapters, 
or Canons. How appeares that > Might. 
not theſe words of his be true, though all 
the Biſhops , much more the 114jor part 


' of them, had conſented to the faid Ca- 
| nons? Were there not eight hundred 
| Abbats and Priors there, and many other 


Legates of Emperours, Kings and Prin- 
ces, ina very great numher in the Coun- _ 


cel, to whom theſe Canons might ſeem 


burthenſome ; though they ſeemed plea- 
ſing and juſt to thoſe, who onely had de- 
cifive voices in the Councel ? Seeing 
therefore he ſayes not, a/izs ex Epiſcopss, 
but onely abſolutely, alizs placabilia, alirs 
videbantur oneroſa :, To ſcme they ſeemed 
pleaſing, and to others burthenſeme : and: 
amongſt theſe, three parts of four were 

not 
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not Biſhops, By what rule of Logique 
can you reltrain thoſe words to the Bi- 
ſhops, or thoſe, of whoſe voyces the De- 
crees of the Councel depended ? But let 


us not be nice with you. Suppoſe we ad- - 


mitted , not granted, that thoſe words 
were underſtood of the Biſhops; might 


not all be true that Afatthew Pars fayes, 


and yet a ſufficient 27ajcy part of the 
Councel conſented t9 thoſe Canons ? For 
ſuppoſe that to 150. of thoſe Biſhops 
rhe ſaid Canons ſeemed byrthenſem , and 
to 250. they ſeemed pleaſing, would not 


what Pars ſayes be true ; alizs placabilia, 


alits widebantur oneroſa ,, which ſeemed 
ro ſome pleaſing, and to ſome burthenſom? 
I5not this an ordinary praQtice in Coun- 
cels, andParliaments, Ele&ions, &c. 


where Voices are divided, and yet the ma- 
jor part carries it, that the things pro- 


pounded aliis videatur placabilia, aliis 
ezercſa ? To lome pleaſing, and toother 
burthenſome. 

But that it may plainly appear, that 
thoſe words cannot be underſtood of the 
major part of the Biſhops, we demand, 
whether theſe words, One aliss videban- 
tr, 0, be underſtood of all the Chap- 

ters, 
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ters, or Canons of that Councel, none 
except, and of every part and parcell 
of them; or onely i /en/# accomm1do,0 tf 
ſome, or ſome parts of them. Tt is evi- 
dent, they cannot. be underſtood univer- 
ſally of all , and of every part of thoſe _ 
Canons, for inthe firſt Chapece is defined 
the Unity and Trinity of God: and in 
the ſecond, the quaternity of perſons © 
held by Abbot oachim, is condemned : 
to ſay nothing of many others, which 
could not ſeem burthenſome to any of 
thoſe Catholique Biſhops , much leſle to 
the 24jor part of them. When therefore 
Matthew Parss fayes que als, &c. he * 
muſt be underſtood to ſpeak in a prudent 

.. morall ſenſe, that amongſt thoſe 60. Ca- 
nons, ſome ſeemed bxrthenſome to certain 
perſons in the Councel. Now ſeeing the 
words of Matthew Pars cannot be ab- 
ſolutely underſtood of all, you will never 
be able to conclude , that what makes 
againſt you, was not defined by ſufficient _ 
conſent of the Councel ; unleſs you prove 
firſt, that thoſe Canons, which condemn- 
ed ſome of your Tenets, were compre- 
hended under the number of thoſe, which 
ſeemed burthenſome ; which can never 


Qz be 
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be done by theſe words of 7. Par:s,under- 
ſtood not to reach abſolutely tFthem all. 
For there will till be ground to reply, 
that they reached not to what was againſt 
you. Seeing therefore the words of Pars 
muſt be limitted to ſome number, or rank 
of them, we muſt now ſee , whether his 
words give any ground to determine, to 
what fort of Canons he referred them. 
Now there were Canons of two ſorts in 
that Councel , the one concerning mat- 
rers of Chriſtian Faith, asinthe 1, 2, 3, 
&c. the other concerning Eccleſiaſticall 
Diſcipline ,, or reformation of Manners, 
as are moſt of the Chapters following. 
This ſuppoſed, we ſay, that the words of 
this Author are connaturally and proper- 
ly to be underſtood of the ſecond kinde 
onely : for had he ſpoken of matters 
touching Faith, it had been fit to have 
uſed this expreflion, Qne aliis falſa vel 
zncerta, alits vera & certa videbantur , 
which ſeemed falſe and uncertain to ſome, 
and true and certain to others. For mat- 
ters concerning Faith are defined by rea- 
ſon of their truth and certainty; and Er- 
rors or Naoveicies 6btruded, as matters of 
Faith, are properly Rtiled falſe and uncer- 

tain, 


a vis, . 
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tain, not burthenfome or diſtaſtefull. But. 
contrariwiſe matrers of Diſcipline and 
Reformation are properly bxrthenſome to 
\uch as require liberty; and pleaſing to 
ſuch as require perfection : and even to 
prudent men, {tritneſs of Eccleſtaſticall 
Diſcipline may ſeem bzrtheaſume, when 
they fear it will not be embraced by the 
greater part of the Clergy, or Religious 
perſon ; or cauſe Revolts or Diviſions in 
the Church. If you ſhould hence inferre, 
that this Authors words prove , that ar 
leaſt thoſe, Canons touching Diſcipline 
were not conſented to by the Councel, 
we anſwer, it follows not. For if we con- 
ſider attentively the words of the Coun- 
cel, in pronouncing ſo often over (as we 
proved) that theſe Canons were decreed 
by the conſent and approbation of the 
Councel, when they were publiquely re. 
cited, as at thew Parr layes, in pleno 
Concilio, in full Councel, reaſon will 
teach us, that the ſaid Canons were voted 
and decreed by a ſufficient number of 
thoſe, who had power of voting in the 
Councel, before they were thus publique- 
ly recited. For if thoſe Definitours had | 
not before agreed about them , and de- 


"0-3 fined 
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fined them, how could they fay with 
truth, that choſe Canons were concluded 
by conſent and approbation of the whole 
Councel. For had they been publiquely 
recited before they had been defined, it 
had not then been true , that they were 
approved, when they were recited before 


the whole Councel : for their approbati- 


on in this ſuppoſition was not then given, 
but it expeted , what would be decreed 
about them, after they were thus recited, 


So that this publique recitation of them 


mentioned by Aarthew Pars, was a Pub- 
lication, and not a Definition of the ſaid 
Canons : and this Publication beipg made 
in pleno Concilio , in full Councel, where 
not onely the Biſhops and Definitours, 
but many hundreds of inferiour Prelates, 
Clerks, and Lay-perſons (as this Author 
affirms) were preſent, who had no right 
in voting ; many of the ſaid ftri&t- and 
ſevere Canons might have ſeemed bar 
thenſome to ſome, and pleaſing to others 
inthat multitude, as it is very ordinary, 
when ſo many different diſpoſitions and 
humours of perſons are aſſembled toge- 
. ther, though they had been fully deter- 
mined by the Definitours before, 
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But we have not done with you yet. 
You acknowledge preſently, that J7ar- 
thew Pars thought this Councel of Late- 
ran to be a Generll Councel, and you 
ſhould have added , as he did , a hily Ge- 


*  nerall Ceonncel , for (0 he terms it in this 


very place, Santta & Univerſalis S F10x 
44. ;Now had theſe Canons (which you 
would draw from his words) never been 
conſented to by the Councel, and yet re- 
cited publiquely before ir, as having been 
decreed by the full approbation of it, it 
would rather have been a mock Councel, 
then a-holy General Ceonncel, he therefore 
muſt neceſſarily have thought , notwith- 


ftanding thoſe his words, alizs placabilia, 


&c. that they were ſufficiently decreed 
and approved by the Councel, and that 

they were then read in full Councel , not _ 
as to be defined after that reading, but as 
to be publiſhed to the whole Councel, as 
its Canons fully decreed by the Biſhops, 
before that publique recitation. And 
though when they were thus pnbliquely 
known to all, many of thoſe firi& and ſe- 
vere Canons of Order and Diſcipline 
might ſeem to no ſmall number of the 1n- 
feriour Prelates and Lay-perſons,barthen- 


Q4 ſome ; 
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ſeme; yet hence follows not , that theſe 
perſons rejected them ; but onely that 


they thought them heavy,and yet yielded 
to the burthen of them, ſeeing they were 


ſo enacted by that holy General Councel. * 


Thus your firſt Reaſon is wholly fallen to 

. the ground, let us now ſee how you will 
hold up your ſecond, » 

P. 37. ; 

Secondly, we ſubjoyu this violent preju- 

dice againſt thiſe Canoms,that they were ne- 

ver conſented unto; in that your ewn Col= 


leftors of the Tomes of Conncels have not 


been able,(which they would not have failed 
to fo, if they could have aone it ) to produce 
any Sabſcriptions of any Greek, yea, or any 
Weſtern Biſhops or others at all, in the end 
of this Councel, of theſe Canons , or at the 
end of any Af, or part of Att of it ,, as we 
are ready to. ſhew in all acknowledged Ge- 
nerall Conncels,(ſuch as this us pretenaed to 
be, 1ea,,and Matthew Paris chought it was ) 
the Subſcriptions of the Patriarchs and 
Biſhops at the end of their Atts,, in every 
one,we ſay, of the ſeven acknowleaged Gene- 
"_e onncels, But in thus of the Great La- 
tefan, mo [uch thing appears ; no Subſcri- 
prions conld ever be produced. 
C.38. 


_ 
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Your ſecond Argument is this, there is 
no mention of Subſcriptions of Biſhops 
in this Councel ; therefore the Counſel 
conſented not to th®Canons : which is as 
Sooda conſequence as this , There is no 
mention made in the Councel of the Apo- 
ſtles in the 4#s, of any Subſcriptions to 
the Canons of that Councel , therefore 
that Counſel conſented not to thoſe Ca- 
nons: Or, as this, there is no menti- 
on made of Subſcriptions by the Col- 
letours of the Tomes of Councels, in 
the five Generall Councels of LZateras, 
nor in ſome others, therefore none of 
thoſe Councels conſented to the Ca- 
nons, or Definitions, related; by Au- 
thenticall Teſtimony, to have been made 
in them. This way of drawing conſe- 
quences is indeed a very eafie one to elude 
the force of General Councels,if any pru- 
dent man would be ſeduced by it. Seeing 
therefore, this your Argument either# 
proves too much, or nothing, every open 
eye will. at. the firſt ſight diſcover the 
weakneſle.of it. But, ſay you, in the firſt 
ſeven Genetal Councels there were Sub- 
{criptions, What then > Ergo , where 
Wo | WY. there 
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there are no ſubſcriptions,there is no con- 
ſent of the Councel > This nwſt be your 
conſequence , or nothing ; which is as 
good an Argument ag this. The firſt feven 
General Councels were celebrated in the 
Eaſtern Church : Therefore whatſoever 
Councel is not celebrated in the Eaſtern 
Church, is no General Councel. Sub- 
ſcriprions, Acclamations, &c. are (as all 
know) nor precedent cauſes, but ſubſe- 
quent ſignes of the conſent of Councels 
and ſoare to be added when they are ne- 
ceſſary , not otherwiſe. Now as all the 
firſt ſeven General Councels were cele- 
brated in the Eaft , hecauſe the chief He- 
refies, which they condemned, begun and 
prevailed in the Eaft : fo they required 
particular Subſcriptions of thoſe Biſhops 
which were preſent in them, (who were 
moſt part of them Eaſtern Biſhops) to 
Sive Authenticall Teftimony to the 
Church, that they Anathematized thofe 


sf 


ereſies. But when Councels were ga» - | 
thered either for Reformation in Man-. - 


ners, or for Condemnation of ſome ſmalf 
particular new-born Hereſies , which had 


not infeted afiy confiderable part, or an 
chief Paſtours of the Church , (as thoſe 


_ANCient. - 


j 


| 
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Ancient Hereſies did) this formality of 
Subſcriptions was not ſo preciſely nece!- 
fary, and therefore was not ſo puntually 
oblived . eſpecially when the Biſhops 
of Rome were preſent in-perſon, as the 

were in thoſe Lateray Councels : whoſe 
teſtimony of the conſent of the Biſhops 
(being an eye-witneſſe of it) wasin thoſe 
dayes , (when they were held to be chief 
Paſtors of the Catholique Church) ſuffi. 
cient to make their conſents to be belie-: 
ved through the whole Church, Thus we 
ſee, that not onely in the ſeven firſt Gene- 
rall Councels, but in that of Florexce and. 
Trent alſo, where ſuch prevalent Hcreſies. 
and Schiſmes were condemned and remo.-: 
ved, Subſcriptions were uſed : andin thoſe 
five of Lateray, thoſe two of Lions, and. 
that of Vienna , they were not uſed, no- 


Nor in the firſt Councel neither, for the- 


faid Reafons. Now what a vaſt falſity 

of conſequence would this be? Thgſe: 
htter General! Councels (which is halfe- 
the Councels in number) have no Subſcri-- 
ptions annexed. to-them in the Tomes of 
Councels : Ergo, none of thofe Councels- 
conſented to: the Decrees-, or Canons, 

which are univerſally received as made by 
them, ever lince. P.38. 
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P.. 23S. -- --- 
Thirdly, The very Canons themſelves 


of this Councel never appeared in any 


T omes of Conncels, till three hundred years 
after it was held, no nit in ſome Tomes of 
Conncels, which after three hundred years, 
{ as thoſe of James Merlin, Anno 15 30. at 
Colen ; ) which put in the Canons of an- 
cienter and of later Conncels, as theſe of 
Conſtance and Baſil , bat no Canons of the 
Frwrth Lateran Copncel under Innocent 
the Third. And when they wire produced 
as the Canons of that Connucel, ( and not 4s 
the Decretals of the Popes onely, which 
might perhaps have been read and ifſered to 
the Conncel, yet ut approved nor conſented 
ro by the Conncel) they were preduced firſt, 
rat out of the Vatican , or other pablique 
Records, but out of a private ancient Book. 
That the Popes and Canonifts for three hun 
dred years ſpace ſhould let thoſe Canons 
( i they had been. confirmed by that Coun- 
cet. which they called General) lie unpub- 
lifhed,and uninſerted into the Temes of their 
Conncels, 15 to common ſenſe incredible. 
; 0.39: Lo ee ngu 
This 1s a ſtrange kinde of fallacy; how 
could thoſe Canons be put into. theTomes 
of 
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of Councels, till three hundred years af. 


ter that Councel, when there were no 
ſuch Tomes ſet out ſince that Councell, 
till three hundred years after it, unleſs 
you would have. thoſe Canons inſert- 


' ed into the Tomes of Councels, be- 


fore any ſuch Tomes were extant, where- 
in they could be put. For thoſe of Bixi- 
25 were publiſhed 40 1606.. and thoſe 
of Atrlin(as you confeſs)-15 30, :which 
was above three hundred years after the 
Lateran Councell; that having been ce 
lebrated Ao 1215. Now (as Gefuer and 
Stmler witneſs in their Epitome Biblicthe= 
ca) Merlin \added many Canons and 


_ Councels tothe collection of: 7{dorns, Fu 


zior, who flouriſhed about che: year 600; 
which argues, that there were. no Tomes 
of Councels ſet forth: betwixt- thoſe of 
Thacre and thoſe of Merliz : for bad there - 
been any, they-ſhould not have ſaid; that 
he added Canons and Councels.to.thoſe 
of Tjdore 10 long before him, but. to:thoſe 
Tomes and Councels , which had:been 
publiſhed the next before: him. So! thac 
there was no-other ColleQion of Coun- 
cels publiſhed, ſince the Counceliof-.Z+ 
zeran, till three hundred DIE = 
Aitgr 
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afterit. It istherefore (quite contrary to 
what you here ſay) not onely incredible, 
but impoſſible, that thoſe Canons ſhould 
have been publiſhed in the Tomes of 
Councels, till three hundred years after & | 
the Lateran Councel. kf 
But you tell us, that 27er1;x hath not 
inſerted thoſe Canons into his Tomes: 
which if it beſo, it is no great wonder, | 
for (as Ge/»er witneſſeth;) he colleRed all- 
the Councels into one -Volume;' and it 
had been very difficult to have put all the. | 
Acts and Canons of every Councel before 
his time into one volume , ſeeing now 
4, 6, nay 3o. Volumes and more, are 
filled with the Acts and Canons of Coun- 
ſels. Burt if this Author have neither in- 
ſerted theſe Canons, nor direQed his | 
Reader where he may finde them, he ha's 
made a very imperfe&t Colle&tion of ' 
Councels : for .Coriolanws in his Sum in 
the Proemium to this Councel, affirmes, 
That Gregory the Ninth , who flouriſhed 
inthe Year 1227. onely twelve: years af- 
ter this Councel, ha's inſerted them all | 
into his Colleftion of Decretals;, and | 
_ Zinizcitesinthe Margin to every one of 
them (fave two)in what Title and Chap- | 


% 
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ter they are to be found, Andasitis the 
ordinary cuſtome in the Books of the De- 
cretals , to cite every ſentence, whence it 
is taken , whether from ſome Councel, 


. Pope, or Father , it cannot be- but theſe 


are cited as taken from the Canons of 
that Lateran Counce), as we have proved 
St. Thomas, Scotus, and all other School- 
men have cited them ever ſince that 
Councel ; and as the Canons are cited 
in 6*, from the Councell of Zizs and 
other Councels, 

Then you argue thus. Thoſe Tomes 
of Councels cite the ſaid Canons from 
ſome old Book, and not out of the Vati- 
can; Ergo, they were not conſented to 
by the Councel. Cites: not Binizs the 
Canons of the Third Councel of Lateray, 
out of an old Book , and not from the 
Vatican ? Have we not the Canons of the 
firſt Councel of Lis from an old Book 
of Matthew Paris , (whom you cite as a 


credible Authour) and not from the 74- 


tican ? Arethere not in our age hundreds 
of Ancient Authors brought to light out 
of old Books, and not from the Yaricas ? 
to which both you and we give credit. 
What monſters of conſequences _— | 


352 Of the' Authority of the 
theſe of yours? But how prove you, that 
the Colle&tors of Councels took theſe 
Canons out of an old Book? you fay it is 
ſo ; andit ſeems, you would have all men 
to think , that your bare affirmation is 
proof enough, for you bring here no 
other. Yet we hope it will be but juſt in 
us, to bring more. For beſide the non- 
probation of it, it ſeems to.us poſlible, 
nay not wholly unlikely,that the Canons, 
which were taken out of an old Book, as 
Binius affirmes, were the Canons of the 
Third Councel of Lateras, and not thoſe 
_ ofthe Fourth under 7znccextizxs the third. 
For what need. had tlfoſe Colletors to 
be beholding to an old Book to finde 
them, when they. were ſo publiquely in- 
ſerted into the Canon Law, and recorded 
by- Saint -.A»thony and others, in their 
: Hiſtories, as the genuine Canons of the 
Fourth Lateray Councel.: Thus you take 
one Councel, for another. - 


i 3:13! MG; P. 39. ;' 
our fourth Reaſon us plain A firmations, 
T hat they came not" to agreement of. any 
ſuch material Decrees as theſe 70. or 60. 
Chapters , Johannes Nauclerus Tubin- 
geniisad Annum 1215, Innocentius Papa 
or Fon 3m "Win: 
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Romz in Eccleſia Lateranenſi Concilium, 
five Synodum , celebravit.: { He calls ir 
ot Univerſal, «r General,” a Matthew 
Paris did, when he ſayes the Patriarchs «f 


© {© Jeruſalem ad Conttantinople were there) 


BY! gu 2a EIN 


Venere multa tum quidem in conſultatio- 
nem, nec decerni tamen quicquam aperte 
potuit, quod & Piſani & Genevenſes ma- 
ritimo, Cifalpini terreſtri bello inter ſe 
cettabant. Editz tamen nonnullz Con- 
ſtitutiones referuntur , E quibus una ex- 


iſtit, &c.) which one then reported £5 none 


of theſe 70. Canis) Multa denique pro 
recuperatione Terrz SanQ&#'trattata fu- 
ere, &c. Multa denique, &c. or multa 
tamen, &c. So that the aboveſaid Venere 
multa quidem in confultationem, nec de- 
cerni tamen quicquameaperte potuit, were 
other many things alſo beſides thoſe laſt of 
the recovery of the Holy. Land ; which other 
things by reaſon of the Popes neceſſity of ha= 
ftening to the compoſing of the Wars broken 
oat *twixt the Piſani and Genuenſes, &c. 
conld not receive ſach mature diſcuſſion, as 
might bring them to be Conciliarily aefi- 
ned by thoſe, to one part whereof they ſeem- 
ed burthenſome to impoſe, and to the other 
bat placabilia. 

C. 40. 
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C. 40. | 
But your fourth Argument ſure will 
make amends for all, and repair what you 
have loft in the three firſt, Yenere malta 
tum quidem in conſultationem , nec decerni 
tamenquicquars aperte potuir, Many things 
came then into conſultation, and yet no- 
thing could. be. openly decreed. Theſe 
words we confeſs, are much to your pur- 
poſe. For ſeeing whatſoever is decreed 
1n a generall Counce), muſt be opex/y and 
publiquely decreed , that being the Re- 
preſentative of the whole Church , and 
the moſt publique and high Tribunall 
among Chriſtians, if nothing could be 
openly decreed in that Councel, it ſeems 
evident, that abſolutely nothing at all 
was decreed init, and ſo, (which is your 
inference) that :he.Councel conſented not to 
theſe Canons : and here you ſee. plain- 
iy, that we cannot eſcape you. Yet one 
t 


ing you will, we hope, pleaſe to per- 


mit us, to plead for our ſelves, that (un- 
der favour) you cite Naxclerus words 
otherwiſe then they are in the Authour : 
you make him ſay aperte, openly, when he 
ſayes apte, fitly, Or conveniently; and fo 


by adding a fillable to the Authors word, 
| make: 
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make it a quite other word, andby that 


| you change the whole ſenſe and mean- 


ing of the Authour. For he ſayes onely 
this, that by reaſon of the wars in 7raly, 


fitly , or with convenience be decerned, 
(that is, with all thoſe ceremonies , exa- 
minations, and length of deliberation, by 
reaſon that they were to haſten , for the 
compoſition of thoſe differences: (not 
that they could not receive ſuch mature 
diſcuſſion , as might bring them to be 
conciliarily defined, (as you fay here, and 
we have demonſtrated the contrary) but 


| that both more Definitions might have 
| been made, and matters determined , and 


CE ER Es Cr a ay br 


thoſe which were made, more fully and 
compleatly digeſted , then by reaſon of 
want of time ( for what this Authour 
fayes) they were or could be. And yet 
ſome Conſtitutions are related to have 
been made init, though nor with that 
Convenience , which might have been 
wiſhed : and you.make him ſay, that no- 
thing could be there opex/y , thats abſo- 
lutely concluded : and fo thoſe Conftitu- 
tions, which are related of that Councel, 
were not decreed init, but falfe and _ 
ms 
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poſititious. We leave this your dealing to | 
the cenſure of the Auditory. 

P40, ;:;:: 

. Of the ſame Conncell, *God- * Gotte- | 
frey, 4 Monk, of the ſame time card 6 l 
wrote in his Annals ad Annum , fir, & 
1215. Nihil dignum memorize, | | 
quod commendari poſlit , ibi atumeft , 
niſi quod Orientals Eccleſia (quod antea 
inauditum fuit) ſe ſubditam Romanz Ec- 
cleſiz exhibuit , &c. (As that Monk 
judged thoſe few Greek, Biſhops comming to 
that Councell,called by the Pope tobe » Ig 
zettson to him , but which had been not 

card of before, ſaith he.) - 

You cite next Geafrey the Monk , and 
that we might know what Godfrey you 
mean, you putin the Margine Gothefredus 
Viterbieuſes. .Now this note might well |. 
have been ſpared , for Gothefredus Viter- 
bienfis was ng Monk, but a Secular Prieſt, 
and publique Notary to the Emperour | 
Conradus the Third ,*and Frederick the | 
Firſt, as Bel/armine witneſſes , and conti- | 
nued not his Hiſtory to the Year 1215. { 
as.you ſay this Monk did , but onely till 
about the Year 1187. in the time of Vr- 
bann the Third , to whom he AER 
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his Book. Yet we acknowledge there was 
a later Author. called Goafrey the Monk, 
but asit ſeems a»very obſcure one: for 


| neither Geſaer , nor Simlerus your owne 


I 


A COINS 


= 


a 


Authors, nor Gzalteris , nor Bellarmine 
take notice of him. This Godfrey there- 
fore ad Annum 1215. fayes thus. Eodem 
anno Papa Rome Concilium habuit , ubi 
tam de tranſmarinis partibus, quam de 
cunttts Chriſtianorum finbus, Patriarchs, 
Archiepiſcopts, Epiſcoprs, Abbatibus, Pre- 


 latis Ecclefiarum congregatis in Eccleſia 


Santi Johannis Baptiſtz, Concilium in 


 feſto Santis Martini inchoatum , & uſque 


ad feſium Sanfii Andrez protraltum : ni- 
hil diguum memorie, quod commenaari poſ= 
fer, ibi altum eſt : niſs quod Oriental Ec- 
cleſia ( quod antea inauditum ) ſe ſubdi- 


tam Romane Eccleſie exhibuit.” Nam 


Conſtantinopoli duo ix Parriarcham eleft; 
Romam wvwenerynt ; .... 9#t ambos concilio 
Cardinalium depoſuit, & tertium ſubſtitu- 
3t, & inveſtivit, © In the ſame Year the 
** Pope had a Councel at Reype, where as. 
** well from the parts beyond ſea, as from 
«all the parts of Chriſtendom , the: Pa- 
* triarchs, Archbiſhops, Biſhops Abbats, 
<< Prelates of the Churches , &c- being 
þ: aſſem- 
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« afembled , the. Councel was begun in 
< rhe Church of Sr. 7ohn Baptiſt ,- ON the 
« Feaft of St. Martiz, and continued till 
 .< the Feaſt of St. Andrew. There was 


<« no worthy thing done there, which can : 


« be commended to memory ; fave that 
<« the Eaſt Church ( which had not been 


<«« heard of before) made it ſelf ſubje to | 


*the Roman. For there came two, who 
<< were choſen at Conſtantinople to be Pa- 
<« triarchs (of that city,) who, (the Pope) 
& with the Councel of his Cardinals de- 
&© poſed them both, and ſubſtituted & in- 
* veſted a third. Now draw your poſition 


from theſe words , viz, That the Lateran | 
Comuncel conſented not to thoſe Canons.There 


wasmno worthy thing done there, which 
can be commended to memory, fave the 
ſubje&ion of the Eaſtern Church to the 


"_ 


Romane : Ergo the Councel conſented 


. notto thoſe 70. Canons , how prove you | 
this conſequence? Becauſe, will you ſay, | 
if they had conſented to thoſe Canons, | 


there had bgen done there ſome worthy 


thing,which could be commended to me- 


mory. We anſwer, that this Authour 
ſpeaks not of ſuch things as were decreed 
in this Councell; and were fo authenti- 

cally 


ry ener 
er DE 
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cally inſerted into the publique Records 
of the Church, the Books of Decretals,or 
Canon law, that they needed not the 


. teſtimony of any particular Hiſtorian to 
. preſerve the memory of them , but of 


other accidentary matters, and matters of 
Fact, as were acted in that Aſſembly, 
whether in or out of the Seffions of that 


 Councell,* which being not ſo authenti- 


cally teſtified, required the Records of 
Hiſtorians to preſerve them in memory. 
This appears by the example which he gi- 
veth of ſubſtituting a new Parriarch of 
Conſtantinople,not by the Authority,or in 
the Seſſions of this Councel] , but by the 
Authority of the Biſhop of Rowe, and the 
Councell of his Cardinals. Qui ambes 
Concilio Cardinalium depoſuit, &- tertium 
ſubſtituit & inveſtivit. Which muſt have 
been done before the Authenticall fitting 
of the Councell;- for otherwiſe there had 


|. been no determinatee Patriarch of Cox- 


ſftantinople init, which all Hiſtorians agree 
there was. And ſecondly, this ſubjeCtion 
to the Roman Biſhop was, not onely in 
the judgement of the Authour, (as you 
would perſwade your Reader) but reall 
and effeRuall, For what greater a” 


-of Authority and ſupream_ Juriſdi&tion 


—_ 
\ 


_ that Councell , what this Authour addes 


of ſome 'very urgent neceſlity , and for 
the generall peace and good of the 


conſtitute their Patriarchs within them- 
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— 


over any Church can there be, then to 
depolſe their Patriarchs , and ſubſtitute 
others in their places? And yet thirdly, 

this was no uſurpation, or aſſumption of ; 
an Authority not belonging to the Bi- 
ſhops of Rowe. For that . Patriarch ſo 
ſubſtituted by 7nocentius was accepted | 
as the Patriarch of. Conſtantizople by the 
whole Synod , as appears by his fitting 
according to the dignity of his place in- 


concerning this ſubjecion of the Eaſtern 
Church/ quod antea inauditum ) may have 
this morall ſenſe, that to ſubje&t them- 
ſelves /o far to the Pope, as to the depoſi- 
tion and creation of their Patriarchs, un- 
leſs it had been in caſe of Hereſie, Uſurpa- 
tion, or Intruſion, was antea inauditum,. 
an unheard of thing, and fo extraordina- 
ry, that it muſt have been done by reaſon 


Church. For otherwiſe ic was the ordi- 
nary cuſtome of the Eaſtern Chyrches (as 
appears in.the Councell of Florence) to 


ſelves, and onely to requirethe Pall , and 


| 4 Confirmation 


| 
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Confirmation of them from the Biſhop of 
Rome.” What other -ſubjeRtion the Ea- 
ſtern Church alwayes had to the Roman \« 
Biſhop. ſhall be-treated more fitly in ar- 
veher place. od though this Authour 
fy that ſuch-a_kinde of ſubjeftion was 
then res 42a#aita, an unheard of . thing, 
yet.he approves of it, as being res digna, 
a worthy thing; and deſerving to be com- 
mitted to memory, as appears by. his 
words cited by you;. N#hil aignum , &c. 


niſi quod Orientalis, Ec. 


P. 41 


 - Fifthly,ameng the: Pretended: Canons of 
'rhat. Conncell, befide that which we ſhall ob-  * 
jelt \omore»-weighty anon, againſt rhe third 
and fourtieth third Canons , as ſavouring 


of Hereſie. In the fiftieth Canon let any 
that know the reverence due to the gravity 


-of the Decrees of generall Conncels, in this, 
donbt of thefe Canons , ' eſtimate , whether 
theſe following words have any thing like, or 


worthy the gravity of a general Councell, 


-6r.of that Councell (part of the 5o't» Ca- 
-xon. ) The number of four, {airh the Ca- 
-#0x ; doth well agreeto the prohibition 
:of corporall marriage; (viz, that [ach 


prohibition exceed mt the fourth degree of 
| R Cons 


362 _ ' Of the Authority of the 
conſanguinity and affinity..) - Of which cor- 
porall marriage the Apoltle ſaith,The man 
ach not power over his own body, but 
the woman, &c. - And why forbid' to four , 
degrees of kindred ? 'Quia quatuor ſunt |. 
humores in corpore, quod conftat ex qua- 
tuor Elementis, &c. Becanſe, ſaith the pres 
tended Canon , the Humours in the Boay 
are four , which conſiſketh of four Ele- 


Ments. 


C42. 

You cite the Canon lamely and untru- | 
ly. Ir 1s this. Prohibitio quoque copule 
conjugalis quartam conſanguinitatts & af- 
finttatts gradum de cetero non excedat quia 
in ulterrribus gradibus jam non poteſt ſine 
gravis diſpendiohajuſmoai prohibitio genera- 
Liter obſervari. The prohibition of Conju- 
gall conunttion ſhall not hereafter exceed | 
the fourth degree ,.(ilis is the ſubſtance of 
che Prohibition :) Becaxſe this Prohibition 
caunct now be obſerved without great harm 
in mere remote degrees. This 1s the reaſon 
given by the Councell of the prohibiti- 
on. Then follows Q#zaternarizs enim nu- 
merus bene convenst prohibitions conjugiz 
corporalis ; -( de" quo dicit Apiftolns , quod 
vir non habet poteftatem {us corports , ſed 
mulier 
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mulier ; neque mulicr habet poteſtatem ſus 
corports, ſed vir ) quia quatyor ſunt humi- 

'r1es in corpore, quod conſtat ex quatuor Ele- 
ments. For the number of four agrees well 
with the prohibition of corporall Marriage \ 
(of which the Apiftle ſaith, That the Huſ- 
band hath -not power of his body , but the 
wife : and the Wife hath nut power of her 
boay ut the Husband.) Becauſe there are 
four humours in the body, which is compc= 


ſed-of the four Elements, Whereby it 


clearly appears, that the Councell gives 


not this reaſon of reſtraining the prohi- 


| bition of Marriage to four degrees onety: 


for that was delivered by the Councell in 
the former words t9 bethe impoſſibility 
(morally ſpeaking) to obſerve the anci- 


_ ent precept of the Church in morethen 


four. Bur onely affirms, that the number 
of four agrees well with the prohibition 


of the corporal! conjun&ion of Marri- 
age; becauſe the body : affeted with 


four humoars , and conſiſts of four Ele» 
ments: Which is no reaſon, but an alluſion 
t0.a number found in both , very familiar 
inancient Authours, You therefore im- 
poſe very injuriouſly and untruly upon 
the Councell, when you ſay, 4nd why for- 

AS bid 
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bid to four degrees? Quia quatuor ſunt 
bamcres in Corpore, quod conflat ex quatuor 
Elements, For in theſe words you would 
perſwade your Reader, that the ©-ouncell 
gives the four homours, and four Ele- ©}. 
ments of the-body, for the immediate and 
ſole reaſon of this reſtraint, ro four 'de- 
'grees onely : then which nothing can. be 
more untrue. _ LI TOE 
oP; 425 
Sixthly and laſtly , in defailour of any 
ſubſcriptions at the end of that Councel,and 
"sf ary Acclamatiins at the ha, the Hiſtoria 
minor of Matthew Paris gives this end) this 
'5ſuz to ebat Comet.” Concili- © 
© - vm4#thd generale quod,more aria £ 
| - Papali,, grandia prim4'fronte #t vir 
-preſetulit;inrifum & Scom- Stephani | 
ma;quo Archiepiſcopos,Epiſ- ©#8#0"- | 
_ ſcopos, Abbates, Diaconos,” & Archidia- |} 
-cohos ,, omnesque ad*Contilitim acciden- 
res; artificioſe ludificatus eſt , defiit; THt 
-enim, cum jam nihil gerti in'ranto negotio 
cernerent, redeundi ad ſua cupidr veniam 
'figitlatim PpetiErunt, - quibus Papa 'non 
conceflit;” aatequam Abt- grandem'pecu- 
'niam promifiſſent , quan a thercatoribus 
Romanis praraccipere'tmuemuo, Papzque 
ſolvere 
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ſolvere coaRti ſunt, antequam diſcedere, 
Roma potuiſſent,. Papa jam accept4 pe, 
cuni2 quaſtuoſum hoc Concilium Tag 
vit gratis, totusque clerus abiit triſtis. 
omit the Engliſhing of this and other T, wy 
monies , for brevities ſake ; which 1 may 
Engliſh hereafter. T his the iſs ue to confirm. 
our opinion, of that Councell, inſtead of ſub-. 
ſcriprirns to confirmsthoſe Lateran Cans: 
which detsſed (probably) by. Innocentius 
the third , and confirmed by his Nephew. 
Gregory the ninth, yet mere neicher wade 
mr confirmed by that < oqneel of Late, 
whaz.cver that were. \. 1. 
C. 43. 

It is no marvell_that you cite texts 
ference by. you tobe. of, ancieat Aus. 

urs) fayouraþle,tq, your cauſe. when, © 
you.cite them, , ogely-as. you finde their 
hg alleadged., in. our, profefſed-ene- 

ies, who will be. ſure to. make, them. ag 
fadrantagious to us. 45 Op.” "Theſe 
er 


To Bags, \ Wes, tet, gu 5 2p 
40ew! er.a iter, "ch 15QQ 
= af cs Or ; dan 
farth fcredtichns, nas far as th 

agree with the authenccall words of the 


AFRO, 2 umlelt,; Matthew, Paris z an 
R 3 there- 


266 Of the Authority of the 


therefore the words ſhould have bin cited 
out of Par;x himſelf , to have had any 
force againſt us, or deſerved any anſwer 
from us, and this Hiſtoria Minor of his 
ſhould have been otherwiſe ſquared out 
ro us, where it might be found , then as it 
is, by lame pieces, here and there quoted 
in thoſe Antiquitaces, ſet out by Autho. 
rity of Matthew Parker , which is ren- 
dred very dubious, nay fſuppoſiti:ious to 
us, by ſo many ftrange expreſlions, 
againſt relipious Orders and others , and 
here againſt Pope Innecentizes, 1o far if-" 
ferent from what farthew Pary fayes, in 
his Hiſtoria major 5 produce therefore 
this Hiſtoria minor it ſelf ard then' re- 
quire an Anſwer. Yet whatſoever is, or 
25 not of the A of theſe words, 
they make nothing at all to your purpoſe, 
unleſs you firſt prove, that the r7antum ne- 
gotiam, that great affair , whereof theſe 
words treat., be the definition of thoſe 
ſixty,(or ſeventy) Canons : which neither 
theſe words ſay , nor can ever be legitt- 
mately deduced from them, and- it is 
much more probable, that the ran; m ne- 
getium, whereof they ſpeak , was the ex- 
pedition to recover the holy Land , _ 
*- 4614s CC: OA Ee 
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the definition of the- Canons , for great 
Sumsof money might be prudently pre- 
tended for that, but none at all for the 
definition, without manifeſt Simony, and 


Sacriledge, 


C. 44- 


C 4- Arguments: againſt the new accepti- 
on of the wird Church. 


. Secondly , you render your own Pro- 
poſitron :dubtous and.equiyocall, without. 
any.light givento underſtand the: differ-, 
ent acception of. the' word Church int, 
and ſo not. intelligible; which.. is this, 
T hat he, who [eparates others unjiiſtly from 
the Church Communuan \.. goth thereby ys 
ſequentialy, ſiparare.\ bimſelf frow the 
Cburch. .For in, theformer-part-of. this. 
Propoſition, Church is clearly taken for 
the »ijble-Church ,- and in the latter you 
take it for-the 5v1/4/e ,, that is,' for the 
lively. members of Chriſt... >. 


1 Thus farre keving tiokew tothat Para- 

graphin particular, andin generall to your + 

arperſed mention of this Hatred and Con- 
: Nat'Y "<4 | Tm 


3638 Thenew Acception of the 
rempt of Catholique Communion, wenow' 
proceed' to"fpeak, 6: every of the 'veſÞ of Ob- 
jeftions, which you'make to us throughout 
all your Papers. To what yon objett pag. 
11. againſt that our Propoſition , That he; 
who ſeparates others unjuſtly from the 
Church Communion, doth thereby con- 
ſequentially ſeparate himſelf from the 
Church, in- another important acception 
of the word Church , that ir was rendred 
dubious and equiveicall , without any light 
groen to uinderſtand, &t.' Could wenfpeak 
more! Plain they we dit? vil pRB 28. 5 
P1Y- mo T bat the unjuſt ſtparatiur' of 
ethers aoth ſeparate” hinsſctf, 'in' fone ' 1114 
portant ſenſe, fromthe Body of Chriff; vit, 
{aid we) be becomes a'dead member, and 
ſo at tquivecal; and ſo womember of Chrifts 
Body, ie. of the Gharch, in ſome proper 
acceptiony'of the' word" Charch? which ac- 
ception we there immediately interpreted, 
Viz. St. Pauls acception, x Cor.'6: where he 
ſaith, That tb member of” an Harlot' cambe 
at the ſame time a mtnbe of CHF ;. and 
fo not of his Budy miyſpicall : yet we added, 
that he ronnitting thar fin" ſooprily; might 
remain a mentber of the Churveh , a the 
Church conſiſted of Biſhops , Paſtors ; and 
PRES + 4a People + 


. word Church confuted. 389. 
People : (h. e. a4 it i an organical political 
Beay ) for be {aid expreſly, that ſuch might 
remain Biſhop, or Paſtour, in the viſible 
Church, and they become ſchiſmaricall, 
who refuſe to communicate with him, Laſt- 
ty, for perſpicmities [ake we adaed, pag.40. 
To conclude this Reply with our: true 
ſenſe 1n this caſe, which you, by your Ar- | 
guments, ſd, we ſeem nof willing to un- 
derſtand ; He which ſeparates. others un- 
juſtly from the Communion of the whole- 
Church, ſeparateth himſelf (/o there ozr 
Propoſs310p) both from the external Com- 
munion of thoſe, whom he ſo ſeparates, 


a6 from the internal] Communion of 
thoſe whom he ſeparates not ;, and makes 
himſelf further liable to be ſeparated. (by 
the juſt Sentence of. his- Superiours) even 
from theexternall Communion of. thoſe: 
alſo, whom; hedoth pretend, at alto {e- 
Parate. | Zheſe are qur moras. theres. Tet,. 
praondingts; 1oor rae, PAT nubinrg canhe 
objefied to our words, how clear ana diſtin 
ſaever- we labanr to be 4 jet you mult bl 
yoo Auditars, ſomething. ,.. eirher that wr 
Propofikignt, 472 dubious ara equivocal; Fr 
ſo, vet-gntelligable, pag: 1:7 or that we diſs 
eurſe.v617 LD 14-97 perbaps 
ny | -3: 


aoWw- 
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ow ( when we labour to avoid ſuch preten- 

fions again to be: objefied tows) that we are 
or.0, while we labour to beclear and diſtintt 

27 every punt. | a 5a 


by, © nd ] 

What ſtrange kinds of anſwering is 
this? We objet the dnbiouſneſſe and 
equivocation of your words;as they ftood 
tn cheReply, before you had uſed any of 
theſe Explications', which-you mention 
here, and yon anſwerus, that you expli- 
cated thofe words clear enough after- 
wards: which in effe&t comes to thus 
much , That a propoſition in any Author, 
or Text in holy Scripture, is not obſcure 
before it be ex __ becauſe it is made 
clear after 'it be explicated; Sure yon 
were put to ſore traits., when yon were 
driven upon ſuch poor fhifts as- theſe. 
Weſhew, that if your Explications -bere 
mentioned be-true, your former Propofi- 
tion , taken ſolely mit ſelf without and 
before them, is rendred dubious by reaſon 
of thoſe very Exphcations of it, and you | 
fay, that you gave thoſe explications of | 
it, which we acknowledge yoy" did; and 
thence argre thattHdſe- Expoſitions of 
theword' Church, it they beadinitted "us 
| Ny txuyue, 
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erue, make your Propoſition: dubious, as 
it-was firſt nakedly, delivered by. you; 


there having zhen been: given neither ex- 


plication'\nor light, whereby it could be - 
colle&ted;that you took the word Church 

otherwiſe in the latter part of your Pro- 
poſition, viz. We grant alſe, that he, who 
ſeparates another unjuſtly from the Chureh 


.Communis ,..doth thereby conſequentially 


feparate; hinſelf from the Church. You 


-took, we ſay, the word:Chrch otherwiſe 


in; the-latter part: then you did in the 
former. | 33 
| P; 45. 


fs ita our whole:: miſtake ahout the/ 


Church. wfible. and: invifuble; we did: laft 
reading, throughly and ſufficiently reftifie 
Jour miſtake, that we made no [wch = 


tow, but another moſt true and neceſſary. : 


yet ſinke the Reader of your - Papers will 
wot ſeldonn ag ain meet with this in yon as 8 


reſerve, wherewith th, rurn' off our Argue 


ments and Anſwers unſpoken to, & 6... 


FATE C. 46: 
- Either you made fuch a diftin&tion, or 
youdelivered aclearcontradition, when 
you aug, F bat 4. Biſhop ſeparating anether 
byunjuſt Excommunication remains. ftill a 
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true  Biſhp:: (and conſequently 'a 'true * 
member) of the viſible Chnrch. Now if 
he remains arrge:Biſbop,\ and: mwetnberisf 
the viſible Charchzand yet is:gonſequen- 


rially Jeparated himſelf from the-Chuitch, *|« 


1: thae-acception' wherein yo take the 
word Church, then certainly ' by che 
word Charchyou cannot underſtand rhe 
wi/ible Church, and.ſo muft confequent= 
ty -underftafid the 1wwj/ib/e.y untels-you 
would make - that Biſhop, at: the ſane 
time both a true member , and no true 
member of the viſible Church. Now this. 
was our Argument; which becauſeir was. 
unahſwerablſe ,, you handſomely: conceal, 
ir, without giving the leaſt word of reply 
To it, Diſcourſe therefore as muchas you: 
pleaſe, what your meaning 1s:'by: the- 
word Church in your new acception ; and; 
thatyou take-it 'not-for the 1##0;/5b/e 
Church , fo long ns curArgament ſtands, 
28:ithithert@ ba's : done, urmnſwered b 

you, all theworſdwill-ſee;; \tharyon'mnu 

either have underſtood by it the i»vi/ible 
Chutch, to avoid the forefaid. tcontradi- 
&ion, or held | that- there a7 Church, 
which is ibeither49Þ/> or” invilible;; 
which would: be feanpeParadas!® Por: 


you. 
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u ſay not that ſuch a Biſhop.is a mem= 

qu ſome-part; or acception of the viſi- 
bleChurch , butthar hes a. member of © 

the\vi/ble Church: that: is, :as:viftble 

©* Church is taken properly inits-whole la. 

tirude, as contradiſtind. from nt invi- 


ſable. | | 

914... 4% Pugs uh Ya) ty 

; $9. page 27, We: omit "fu.yow $10 our 

Anfiver of ſpirituallmurther,' &c.. (that. 

Y”, awed fide exdarbaifof or: nf | 
»- x$ 


againſt J0u). as. being gr 

your new ſpiritualt acceptionof the 

Church ; which is atready \refured;, fay 
and for-the' ſame; reaſon we 6mit 


nw Anſwer tothe fourth:anddaft of i9- 
rernall and externalf ſeparation, aside-. 
pending upon theiſame -wwreys 
An excefjent way: of \av nay. 
blame #5 now» forwahin "x away yh iſe, 
for Jfhrwing at Jarge that \to'be\ 

clear wiſtake? "For muking\pud nr (uot 
nc plaril afin of ch 


> wr hec-oat/a4 wha dds 
fag; har X: "[ovesr; fo og fome 
Woof" the-womd Church) ro nn 

tholiqne: 


374 The new Acception of the 


#hclique Church. Tet once mere tn the be. © 
 balf, not of or ſelves, or for the juſtifyeng 
of _—_— ion againſt. you , (for: that us 
done Iy already) but of all the 
Proteftants of the Churth of "Emgland, we © \ 
here offer to maintain , that the viſibility of | 
the Church of Chriſt is more deſtroyed | 
from ſome of the Remiſh Principles , _ 
'from "ft, or:particle of the dobtrine © 
To Chorth of Erglaid 5. wy yet that is 
- what with which jour men, and naw you, are 
ever pbraidin ue with :) which of us come 
neareſt the making the Church inv1ſble, let 
any judge You: profeſs to agree with ws, 
aud: we with: you,: that true Baptiſm, 
(whereof water is: an eſſential, external, 
.vifoble part) | being externally: received, 
makes viſible Chriſtians , : and. a viſible 
Church. \T hat the true wifphle Church u 4 
faciety of perſons Believers, aud baptized, 
i: elſe not: a. ynfible. Church. \ Hitherto we 
ree, Joh ſuperadade, that the intention. of 
T Prieſt, or of him that adminiſters  Bup» 
22/7, 45 NEC ef, ary Fo- make it tree Baptiſm ; 
re rn 
as; bur muſt needs be. alſo-mncertain.ro | 
wh, whs arp arte ber nl ſy 
| 2” 
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make the viſibility of the whole Church to 
depend eſſentially on that, 'mhich 7s altoge- 
ther inviſible and rincertain : and that it ts 
210 more certain, (by any thing vifpble) that 
there #5 a viſible (hurch , then that s cer= 
tain, whichcan never be ſeen, nor certainly 
known. Again, that the viſible Church us « 
feciety of Paſtenrs rightly ordained',' and 
their Flocks adhering to them, @&c.#'a truth 
wherein we both agree : you ſwperndade, that 
the intention of the' Prelate u eſſent tally ne- 
ceſſary to the validity of the ordination (0 
far as ever we could learn your doftrine : ) 
if this dobtrine you will arknowledpe now 
i: preſſeth you, then yan make all the truth 
of Oraination, and.ſo Paſtors", and conſe-. 
quently of the viſible Church, 20 depend 
#pon that which- is inviſible and \uhcer. 
tain, Vi. the intention of the Prelates Or- 
dainers: ro UL GALT 7, FA NY RY 
"You here paſſe' over from pay. Tr. to 
p49: 21.. alarge reach, andrhereby leave 
unanſwered andtinexpreſſed many ofour 
Difficulties, and then blame vs, for epreſ> 
fing, that we omit a' fide and.'a' half of 
yours, but, weintreat you brft to anſwer 


| that our now mentioned Argument, 


, 
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drawn from your words,and then we give 
you freedom to ſay ,, that we were miſta- 
ken; and that we had no ſolid reaſon to 0. 
mit thoſe your inſtances as founded upon 
a falſe ground : which though « voy & 4 
filled not .onely a whole {ide and a half 

" ; but many ſheets of paper, they could re- | 
'quire'\ no other anfwer , then the over- 
throwing the ground of them ; which 
any judicious Reader will ſee we haye 
done, till our Argument be anfwered. 


T bas have je left netther certainty of vi- 
Hble baptized people, nor certainty of wifible 


nightly ordained: Paſtors ; and they ſurely 
0 . certainty: of the viſible Church, that 
there may be ſure to be dependance upon.the 
very Sntentions.of Jour Prelates and Priefs.. 
pro ens reaeived their Qrdination from 
: . your (bureb , who knew, that neither the 
ſecret wickedneſſe, nor-other ſecret intenti«-. 
on, or wot-dntention of the Predates jhus one- 
i & viſible fir fell a intention , Us. {® Lent: 
to the validety if Ordinatiow, may berwore 
aereain of their. right,Ortiaation: (ang fs | 
Thorpe aps. they YEA ME, 048 bee :-,+ 
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C48." 
All his is ary unmeceſſiny Cpreſtion 
and pare parezgon; for wenever denied; 
that the word: Church had-its different 


© \'® acceptions, both: in the Scriptures and ho- 


ly Fathers: but wecontended-, that as 
Churchistreated initheimatrer of Schiſin, ; 
which we bave-now in hand; it is onely-to 
be taken-for the wifileChurch: conſiſting 
of lawſull Paſtors and People, ſubje'the 
one to-the other, and united all together 
in/one Politique Body. Your-Arguments 
drawn from the intentionin Baptiſm-atid 
holy Orders evince no more the1nviſibie 
liry of the Churchi, or uncertainty'of her 
vitbiity, ther does the intention-neceſs 
fary to valid Marriage in the perſons con- 
fracting; evince.the mwiſibility, - or uneer- 
eainty'of lawfull Children; Inheritoursof 
Eftates, Heirs of Kingdoms, &e. int Chris 
ſtian Commonweaſths. -Andthe reaſon; 
whyineither of them evinces, is, becauſe; 
that borh when -perſoris of repute. and 
credit. -pronounece all the words; #hd per- 
forrhe-all -otherexretnal Ceremonies re- 
quired viſibly in the celebration 6f/ Mar- 
riage, they are, with a morall certainty, 
6s be ſuppoſed to yield their internall 
conſent, 
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conſent, when no ground at all is given to 
ſuſpeR, char they gaveit not: And when 
perſons of the like repute,celebrate exter-, 
| nally Baptiſme, or Orders, they are to 
| be ſuppoſed to have had a true intention, : 
| which chey themſelves, held' to. be' as ne- 
ceſſaty. to the validity. of thoſe Sacra- 
ments; as is the intention of contracting; 
inthatof Marriage; when there appears 
no occaſion of ſuſpeCting they had it not. 
Either therefore you muſt take away all 
viſibility and certainty of lawfull Chriſti- 
an Commonwealths, Kingdoms, . Inheri- 
ances, &c. or confeſſe., that your Argu- | 
ment concludes nothing againſt the viſi- 
bility agd certainty, of a viſible Church, 
in the grounds of the Roman Religion, | 
It imports therefore little, whether you in 
yours, or thoſe of the RomanChurch in 
their Tenet., be wore.certain of their viſits 
blePaſtours, &c. for if they have a ſuf-. 
ficient certainty , which excludes all pru-. 
dent doubt, or ſuſpicion of the contrary, 
they need no more to! induce them, as a, 
motive of Credibility , to. believe the vi- 
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for that God hath promiſed, there ſhall ever 


be a viſible { barch ,] we anſwer, that he 
hath no where promiſed , that the Roman 
harch ſpall ever remaine that viſible 


{harch , or a true viſible part of that true 


viſible (hurch: but hath exprefly warned 
them, that they ſhould nt be high minded: 
but tear, leſt he ſpare it not : Gocdneſſe to- 
wards her , if ſhe continue in his good- 


| nefſe; otherwiſe, that ſhe alſo ſhall be 


cut off, Roz. 11.20, 21, 22. Whereas in 
the other fide he hath made that promiſe to 
them that believe him, that all wiowifibly 
recerve the holy Sacraments, Baptiſme, 
Euchariſt, and have Paſtors viſibly rightl 
erdaintd,and viſibly profeſſe the true Fai pj, 
Holineſſe , and (ommunics of the Saints 
(whatever be their Baptizers, or Ordainers 
ſecret Intentions) may be certain, (which 
you caxnot be ) that he} are' a true viſible 
Church of {hrift. Now name that Deftrine 
of ours, that thus obſcures the Churches 
vifivility. COT OE, - Con 


18 — 4 
Here is a wider digreflion,* then the 
formcr, (and yet you are the onely men, 
who avoid all digrefſions , anddo your 
utmoſt to bring the queſtionto a ſpeedy 


fue, 
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iſſue: how often have you profeſſed this?) | 


muſt we leave now all we. bavein hand, 
to prove thar the Roman Churchis, and 


ever. was: the true Catholique viſible 
Church 2 Where are the Volumes needfuls 1 


(whereof you talk in your letters) if they 
be not here ? To omit therefore ſo large 
a digreſſion(for the preſent) we anſwer, 
that whatſoever is, oris. not of the Ro- 
man Churches, being the viſtble true 


Church, or at leaſt a true part of it, &c. + 


To anfwer your Argument it is ſufficient, 
to tell. you, that not onely the. Roman, 
and thoſe who are united to her. but the 
Eaſtern Church alſo,and thoſe of her uni- 


on, and fo ail Churches viſible or. pre- 


tending to be ſo before your innovation, 
beld, that the inteation.gf the Baptizer, 


Pricft, and Biſhop , was, neceſlary to, the. 


validity of the. Sacraments, that having 
been detined. in the Councel, of Florexce, 
both by thoſe of theEaſternand Weſtern 
Churches : and we would gladly. know, 


: 


whether thoſe of. the. Eaſtern Church 
haye revoked, and contradiQed that de- 
finition, everfince that time, from appro 
ved Claſlique Authgurs. Either there- 
fore ſhew- that t74e- intention was n0F 

| | | caus 
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thus required by ſome viſible Churches 
en a time, or acknowledge ,/ that 
in rejeCting' the neceſiity of it, you'eVn- 
tradi& all the* viſible Churches 'in_ the 
Fotld, which were before Proteſtants be- 
-Sunto be viſible. = Ha 
= 3Þ,-33; _—_ 2, That which you fay 
toour ſecond Argument of the unvolin- 
tarineſsof the confequent Separation of 
ones ſelf from the Church by 'unjuft 'Se- 


| -paration of others ; '&c. cannot bedaidiin 


your new opinion, of underftanding tha 
Separation of ones ſelf from the compa- 
ny of the lively members of Chriſt onely, 


for I have ſhewed,, that whoſoever com- 
mitsfuchamynjaſta& , ſeparates: himſelf 
as volantarily from them,'as he does from 
the Head, Chriſt our Saviour}, whoſe bo- 
dy that inviſible number of lively mem- 
'bersare;/as yov'acknowledge. . | 
#idem. Towhat you object of volan- 
tary i#'ca#ſA, itt an unjuſt excommunica- 
tion, is grounded either'in afalſe writing 
'of our Text, or in fome inadvertency in 
the reading of it. ok an EXT __ 
"519, not 11gftly £ and we hope our fo- 
| [fo words I We taken , hb We made 
'no change in the writing , ſince it Was 
| written out. P.49. 
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| - Þ, 49. 
Next there Pag. 11. you endeavony to 


make that propoſition of ours to be falſe. 
. For ſay yon, he that ſeparates others un- 


»ſtly, ſeparates not bimſelf from the Body .\.* 


and lrvely members of Chriſt conſequen- 
tially, bt formally and primarily. © For 
that ynjuſtice ſeparates from the number 
of the juſt formally aud primarily, but uot 
conſequentially, as we have ſaid. We an- 
ſwer, jou erre greatly to think, that to be a 
lively members of Chriſt ſuper addes no- 
thing at all, but is the ſam: formally and 
wholly, with being of the number of the 
juſt : whereas theſe are nat formally aud! 
wholly, or. purely the ſame, as ſuch ; for 
then could they never be ſeparated : but 
uſt perſons, as ſuch, might bave bern juſt 
perſons , and have been juſt perſcn'., that 
were nvt vi formalis rationis juſtitize., 4s 
ſuch, the members of . Chrifls Body. v. gr. 
Our firſt parents inthe ſtate of Inneency, 
 whiles they ſbood in it, were of the number 
of the julf. All mankinde might bave 
_ been, and might bave continued juſt per- 
'fons, and might not have been yet for all 
that members of (hbrifls bedy: which 
ſuppoſes Chriſts incarnation, So that 
As 


| 


.." tive myſſicall' Body, to be mem 
hisB 
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383 
4s Adoption of Sons in the Son of God 
-made the Son of man, that we might be- 
come the Sons of Gol, ſo allo (ommini- 
on with,and becoming members of ('hriſts 


Ss of 
, of his Fleſh, and of his Bones, 
(4s St. Paul ſaith Believers are, Eph. 5.) 


. #5 a diſtintt benefit , and honour , and pri- 


viledge , promiſed and given by (iff 
10 all, whoturs from unjuſtice by repen- 
france to Righteonſneſſe of God , and 
believe on the blood 0 7eſus , and ' are 
by one Spirit baptized into that one Bo- 
dy, (1 ( orvemthians 12, 13.) So then you 
correfted that which you ſeemtInot exongh 


to have wuinderflood in us , when you 


blame ue for ſaying, That the nnju#t 
Excommunicatonr (eparates himſelf con- 
ſequentially from (briſts Body , where- 
as you would needs have it to be forma 
the ſame to be juſt, and a member 0 
Chrifts ' Body , of bis Fleſh, and of hu 
Bane ; andtos be unjuſt, the ſame formal- 
ly with cntting binuſelf off from that pri- 


viledge , honony and benefit ,, which we 


. prove 10 be diſftinit, though now neeeſſarily 
 alwayes conſequent. ' 


C: 50, 
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* »/\+ Co HD, 4 bn h 
This whole Paragraph, .mughe . haye 
been well ſpared, forwho ſees not, that 
wecreat (as. Chriftians-ufe a0.d0) of. Ju- 


RKiceg1nbecn lapſers, after the-fall-of our |. 


firſt Parents, ' reſtored to.us by our Savi- 
our ?7-As therefore every mortall{in;com- 
-mitred inchis preſent ſtate, defkroyesaud 
-excludesthe Juſtice, or.Grace of. Chrift, 
formaily-andeſſeaually ;- and'fo formal. 
 yexcludes, br ſeparates thoſe, who-com- 
mit ic, from the number of thoſe who are 
quit-by the Juſticeiof Chriſt; ſounjuſt ex- 
communicationof others from. the yiſtble 
Church of Ghrilt, (for of that ſtill we diſ- 
'pute) being amettall ſin, muſt formally, 
and not conſequentially (as_you ſay) ſe- 
-parate from the number of thejuſt., char 
is, the lively' members of Chriſt. Now 
'to-ſhew-the weakne(s of «this. your: far 
*fetcht-mmvention,;. even; from: Adm and | 
»Eve's\innocenicy ;- we defire".to\ know, 
whether-mortall -ſin-deſtroyes. formally 
the Graceand 'Juſtice-of Chrift:inaſoul 
-mmediately'before yuftifed:, or no: if 
you fay;irdeſtroyesit not /\\we' then-de- 
mand, what deſtroyes it:farmally:;-if fin 
do not , or why it is called Zight, and 
FR Jon mortall 
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"mortall ſin darkneſs why it, Z»ſtice , and 


mortall ſin,iniquity, &c, It they be not 
formally oppoſed one to the other. If 
you fay, it deſtroyes it formally , then 


®. your argute Argument is ſolved : and our 
- Exception againſt you confirmed. 


Neither is the term of /ively members of 
Chriſt, (now attributed to all the juſt) a 
conſequential, but a. precedential, or cau- . 
fall predicate to juſtice, er the juſt ; or at: 
leaſt a formall effe& of Juſtice in this 
ſtate. For therefore are the juſt ſaid now, 


tobe /ively members of Chriſt, either be- 


cauſe they are juſtified in Chriſt, that is, 
by his ſole merits, as the meritorious 
cauſe of their being juſt, or becauſe ſuper- 
natural juſtice , formally makes them, 


| children, ſervants, and living members, 


united to Chriſt as parts of his myſticall 
body to their head, both which ſenſes are 
deſtructive of your poſition. And as our 
firſt Parents 1n the ſtate of Innocency, 
could not be faid conſequentially live 
members of God , but either cauſally, 
they. being made juſt by the tree good-. 
neſs and charity of God, or becauſe ori. 


ginaM juſtice] made them formally the 


children and friends of God ; ſo that juſt 
| S now 
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now, cannot be ſaid, to be conſequential- 
ly, but either cauſally , or formally , the 
le. members of Chriſt. 1f you ſhould 
reply , That if! rendering one a lively w 


member : of Chriſt 'be the formalleffe&t *Þ: 
of juſtice, thenall juſtice muſt have that 
effect; for the formal effect of every thing 
is common tothe whole ſpecies, which is 
not-rrue here, for original juſtice in the 
ſtate of innocenty had not that effect : 
ve anſwer, all juttice muſt have' that ef- 
fet, Quantum ef ex ſe, or per ſe loguenads, 
or conditionally ſo muchas belongs to 
juſtice.) having a power to det it, &c. 
we-prant'it + All Juſtzee- maſt have-rhat 
effect actually, andcompleatly , andab- 
ſ{otatelywe detiy it.So' that all crueſuper- 
wirurat juſtice hath-for its formal effe&t;, 
torender the Juſt a friend or live member 
of 'God;'if Got be not incarnate, ithath 
oniy a power to make ONeA frietid'of God 
incarnareconditionally;hat is, ſuppoſing 
.that he wefe' infarnate, it would 'make 
bimhis friend; ifhe'be incarnate aua : 
sjaitice makes the juſt abſolutely, or com- 
pteatly:thefriend Godinearnate, that 
is. a lively member of Chrilt” "A's white- 
hels bath -bnely a conditionall-power to 
make | 


þ 


ty, juſt perſons. . T hits ore fiaht avainſ us 
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make a wall white, ſuppoſing there be no 
aQual wall wherein to put it; but if it be 
put actually into a wall, it makes it fot- 
mally,abſoſutely,and complearly white. 

| Hz Ts 3 | | 
But this error of yours hath perhaps its 
[priag from. auother , then which yet it 1s 
worſe, viz. that 7uftification is nothing 
ei/eintts formal reaſun but inherent righte- 
ouſneſs ; or being of the number of inherent - 


out of Principles not common to us both, ar 


. true'; and protratt the diſpute by many lit- 


tle cavils, not at all pertinent to the main 
queſtion ; but gladit ſeems you wonld be to 
refute ſame. paſſage of eurs or other, that 
falls fi onn-445 occaſronally. | axes 
# C\.. $1. | 

Here is a third Digreſſion about in- 
herent Juſtice, of the ſame extent with 
the former (for you muſt needs remove 
all chat youthink we will ſay, whether 
we ſay it orno;-and ſo you. may make 
work for volumes-enough , and bid the 
queſtion in, hand adieu: )*but we mult 
cut you ſhort , and labour ro keep you 


near to the mark, by telling you, thatin 
whatſoeyer you. or we conſtitute jultify- 
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ins Grace, or divine Juſtice, ſtill the juſt 
are truly juſt, and all mortall ſins are tru- 
ly unjuſt, in what ſtate or manner ſoever 
they are conſidered : and ſo all mortall 


ſin, ſuch as Schiſme, whereof we ſpeak, is, 


muſt be formally oppoſite , and deſtru- 
Rive of all juſtifying Grace, and there- 
by formally ſeparating thoſe , who are 
Suilty of ir, from the number of-all juſt 
perſons: andif of all, then from the num- 
ber of the lively members of Chriſt , who 
are as truly juſt (though not ſo perfeRly) 


as were our firſt Parents in time of their 


 Innocency. | 
P. Fr. 

Tour fourth Objeftion therefore there, is 
like the reſt, theugh we had told you expreſ- 
ly our ſenſe of our own words, yet you tell us 
that cannot be our ſenſe of that paſſage, and 
Hut a paſſage obiter, not at all importing to 
the queſtion for ( whether the anjuſt E Xx- 
communicatour aid , or did not ſeparate 
himſelf alſo) our queſtion , our definition, 
cur Arguments accuſed him of Schiſme for 
ſeparating others : which i neither more 
zor leſs true nor falſe, whether that paſſage 
be truer falſe. But you have tried your 
ſferength againſt that poor paſſage, and have 


1A 
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confirmed it tous, rather then weakened it, 
And this again we advert , (that we may 
leave this once more for all in the Auaitors 


' due Obſervation) you are the cauſe of the 


digreſſions, which ſwell the Controverſie. 
te Sh. 

_ After you have made theſe three need- 
leſſe digreſſions, you fall ſore upon us to 
remove the blame from your ſelves. The 
paſſage about which we controvert , was 
of main importance to the queſtion which 
we treat, of the nature of Schiſme. For 
if every one, who. ſeparates another un- 


juſtly ; ſeparates conſequentially himſelf 


« 


from the viſible Hierarchical Church, (for 


Jo we underſtood it, when we firſt except- 


ed againſt it,and have proved fince,thatit 
could not be underſtood otherwiſe) then 
what you ſaid , and have endeavoured to 
prove all this while,viz.T hat there is ſexe 


. Separation from the viſible Charch,beſide 


that of ones ſelf, (or as you ſay at other 
times, which ts not a ſeparation of enes ſelf) 
which xs truly Schiſme , will be over- 
thrown : ſeeing every unjuſt Separation ' 
of ethers from the viſible Church, will at 
leaſt conſequentially be a Separation of 
ones ſelf from the viſible Church, Whe- 

S 3 ther 
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ther this therefore, as your propoſition . 


was firſt underſtood by us, was a needleſs 


digrefſion, made, (as you ſeem more then | 


once to accuſe us ) to avoid the dire& 
queſtion in hand, and prolong unneceſla- 
rily the diſpute , we remit to all equall 
judgements. But the truth is,, you have 
found your ſelyes not a little ſtraitened in 
the defence of it, and therefore ſhew your 
ſelves ſo unwilling to have it ſifted: and 
that this might .not appear, you uſe all 
Your endeavours to petſwade your Rea- 
ders, that it'was a needleſs digreffion,and 
ſo not of concern whether you make it 
good orno, ___ * | | 
; P, $2... Lk 
Well: but why muſt that be our ſeuſe, 
which we ſay was not our ſewſe ? Becauſe 


elſe our diſcourſe would be wnconſequent : 


fer that' we fall apon the propefiticn by 
treating a Saying of yours. Here You tn- 
forces, (as if ut were your delight ) that 
the conſequence and occaſion of one lint ſþ0- 
hen mal this twentieth time be repeated 
from the beginning. T he conſequence there- 
fore and contexture of our diſcourſe ,-and 
Jeurs was this : ( for we ſhrink. not an inch 
Jrom it.) A little before that paſſage we 
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preſſed you to give us but a punitual. An- 
[wer to our main Queſtion and Aroimear, 
which was this 4 Was that Act of Diotre- 
phes, viz. his unjuſt caſting out of the 
Church the Brethren , and that for no 
other pretended cauſe, bur their keeping 
that Communion , v:/z. with St, 7:3, 
which you and we. hnow to hatie bet due 
and Catholique Communion, was', or 
was not that At of Diutrephes done 
for that cauſe , properly and fortnal- 
ly Schiſmaticall ? "Ar laſt we obtained an 
Anſwer that it was, for a reaſon which 3x 
aſſigned; becauſeit contained in it a ſepa- 
ration jw St. John, and from the wh: 
Charch. We replyed , T hat neither was 
that a punitual Anſwer to the Durfiicw, © 
Was that AR, as done for that reaſon by 
us aſligned, Scbiſmatical , or_ no;? 2d 
the ws you gave we told Jar, WAS 77 ct a 
Anſwer to us at all ; for bath migtt be vec- 
ſons : for ſaid we to.yor, Wu carnai Pretind 
that your reaſon denies ours 10 {ea Traſon. 
For twas poſſible (whether true or jalſe, we 
had no neceſſity to enquire.) That that dt} 
of Diotrephes might be Schiſiatica/! 67) 
tor your reaſon aud ours alſe. But af 4t 
were once confeſſed, that that AF of Dio- 
pas 3 4 7 —_— 


392 - The mew Acception of the 


trephes was property Schiſmaticall , for 


that reaſon alleaged by ns, viz. for that 
*twas done for that onely pretended cauſe of 
their keeping due Catholique Communion, 
then had we evinced our cauſe , Viz. that 
ſome unjuſt caſting out of the Brethren out 
of the (burch as done for that unjuſt cauſe, 
was properly and formally $chiſmaticall, 


whether other reaſons concurred, or prece- 


aed, or followed jours , or ours , concerned 


- not the Elenchus at ally then as fir your 


reaſon alledged , for that that AF did com 
rain in it a (eparating himſelf from the 
whole Church, we replied this in effe&, that 
6 to your reaſon of ſeparating himſelf, that 
though it were ſufficient for us to the over- 
throw of your Theſis , which you bad laid 
down 11 Gs head of your diſcourſe , (viz. 
That there is no adtive Separation , ſave 
that of ones ſelf from the whole Church, 
which can properly be termed Schiſme) 
that Diotrephes »»juſt aftive Separation 


of the Brethren from the Church, as done 
for that moſt unjuſt cauſe, h.e. as ſuch 


ative unjuſt ſeparation of the Brethrey, 
was formally Schiſmaticall, If it were 
Schiſmaticall for your reaſon alſo( as there- 
by virtually ſeparating himſelf als from 

| | St, 


word Church confated, 393 


' $t. John and. from the Church, ) what did 


that hurt us., Who. kyew an Att might be 
Schiſme for more reaſons then one ? and the 
nature of our definition and diſcourſe tended 
70 enclude many reaſons , that might make 
an Att or Perſon Schiſmaticall, whiles you 
would bave but one. We , who all along had 
granted your one, refuted new your denial 
of eur other, by alledging that Aft of Dio- 
trephes Schi/maticall for our reaſon, which 
was other from Jours., and yow would 
weither grant nor deny our reaſon , but cnely 
ſaid another thing of your own ,. ro which 
we then ſhewed, that we were willing to 
ſpeak, to it ,- that we might get you to. con- 
feſs, or deny our reaſon, (which if you had 
denied we offered the proof ef it. : ) and there 
pon follow. thoſe words of oars, onely thus 
in condeſcenſion to you ſpoken occaſionally, 


' but muſt truly, (onwhich Jow have ſpent 


more of the.conference, then on the queſtion 
it ſelf :) viz. That we had our ſelves 
ranted, yea contended,thathe alſo, who 
Poarateth others unjuſtly. from the. 
Church Communion, doth thereby in- 
deed (if not ſeparate before) , conſequens- 
tially ſeparate himſelf. from che Church. 
Now becauſe we conld, _ were willing to 
9 5 


 Con«..- 
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condeſernd to you in ſome ſenſe of his ſepara- . 
tho bimſelf from the Charch alſo", there- 
fore you letting go the queſtion almeſt, raiſe | 
all year forces to extort from us, that though . 


wo alwayes ſnid mo, yet we muſt.netds mean *.Þ.. 


the. fame fort of ſeparation of himſlf from-. 

the Church, in the ſame Acception 'of the 
»3rd Charch, wherein. yea contended for tt | 
Ari becauſerwe are willing to ſhew you tn. 
' fſomithing-tiks your Aſſerticn, we Can com- 
ply and Conſent nnto. what you ecntend for, 
. therefore we muſt needs grant you all you . 
contend forin thit Saying of yours: And + 
thes our word (He) that ts, every he, 35 one 
arpument: '\aadpext cur word (Allo) that - * 


we bid connefteh our propoſition to yours by.. 


the word Allo © is another. And the word 

(Conſequentially) is made a fourth arga- 

ment, Thin bubbles blown up of aiery com- 

jeftures againſt our certain knowledge und 
Hetlerations of enr ſenſe : for we admit” onr 

propoſition to be untver ſall (every he) as to 

the [ubjett of the propoſition, wherethe He . 

i: placed, bat nct tothe Terminus a quo #s 

the predicate. Aud what of Alſo? andl for 

the mbrd Conlequenttally- we ſhall | Brant - 

fotw., 'that that it ſelf pon your Own rged 
Fr ixiples, might have chetht your under- 
| JT NO. taking, 


- word Church confauted.”0 . 30x: 
taking. Your reajan, why that muſt be our 
ſenſe, is, becauſe our words,» which we-fell 
upen, ſay you, in treating of \ your words, - 
muſt needs in every word in that whale; ſen- 
tence be taken tu the ſame ſenſe with yours. 
Whence derive you this Dominion mm diſ- 
courſe ? But that we might allow:you, that 
every unjuſt Excommuticatons: ( aud. not 
onely Diotrephes, thert”s one anap ation.) 
aoth ſeparate himſelf, (there's onewonceſſion - 
to. you) and from the Charch (there's © 
another conveſſicnto you ) thits far we can : 

but did me put onr ſelves under your power 
toextend our words for us ,* as far #5 you 
pleaſed, in that latitude , which: yau: know 
we never. expreſſed, and we know, we never 
meant. If Chriſt our Lord fell on thoſe + 
words of his, Let the dead bury theip:dead, 
in treating or anſwering, theſe words of an- 
others, Lord let me firſt -g0 and bury,my 
Father, h.ie, my dead father ,. Lukeig. 59, 
:60.. Shall any. therefore obtrnde upon 
Chriſts words, that dead in the ſubje4 of 
Chriſts propoſution muſt-1n all conſequence; of - 
diſcanrſe ;be_ needs. unaerſtgd m/the ſame 
ſenſe, wherein the mani ,, whoſe words. glue 
occafion ta. Chyiſts words ; had. implied davs | 
Father to be dead? no neceſſity;no;ſuthlaw 
therefore, | Ce. 53»: 
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C'; $3. . | 

You ſwelled your Anſwer juſt now 
with three needleſs digreſſions , and now 
you blow it up with as many needleſs re- 
_ petitions. What, we pray you, required 
this whole leaf folio; and a page, re- 
peating what you have ſaid , and'we an- 
ſwered over and over long before: this? 
Had it not been fufficient for the preſent 
- difficulty, to have repeated the ſentence 
next before that of yours, to-have ſhewed 
what force the word A41ſo had? And yet . 
in doing all you have been ſo long-abour, 
you have not done this, which was onely 
to have been done : neither give youany 
dire&t: anſwer at all to our obje@tion 
drawn from- the word 4//o, but onely 
fay, What of Alſo? We told you what 
before, and you faw it ſoclear, that you 
could not anſ{werit, and fo you thought 
beſt ſeemingly to llight it , by a what of 
Alſe t and ſay no more to it, becauſe you 
could ſay nothing. But we-will tell you, 
(fince you will- needs know it): what of 
Alſo. Wehad immediately before aſſert. 
ed, that thoſe, who ſeparate others un- 
juſtly from the viſible Church-, are- not 
conſtituted” formally ern; 


word Churchiconfared, y99} 
that unjuſt Excommunication q#4 tals, 
as ſuch, but by ſome formality of Separa- 
tion of ones ſelf involved init , becauſe 

| every Schiſmatique ſeparates himſelffrom 
1.* the Church. Now you joyn iſſue thus 
far withus,faying, We grant that he alſo, 
- G&c. who ſeparates others unjuſily. from the 
Church Communion, conſequentially ſepa- 
rates himſelf from the Church. Now what 
can this a/ſo of yours {ignife to a rationall 
perſon, ſave this, that you affirm , that 
feparation from the Church to be done 
conſequentially , which we ſay muſt. be 
doneformally, to conſtitute Schiſm, when 
others are unjuſtly ſeparated from 
Church Communion. The word Ao 
therefore manifeſtly imports , that you 
muſt ſpeak: of the- Church in the latter 

. part of this ſentence, as. we. had done,that 
is, of the viſible Hierarchicall Church, 
with-this onely difference , ubat you fay, 
that this ſeparation happens conſequents- 
ally, and we primarily and: formally. 
Now to fay , as: you are- forced to fay, 
(for otherwiſe you were not able with 

' any ſhew of probability to anſwer our 
Arguments) that you meant-by Chxrch 
here, onely the number of the lively. _ 
is 
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bers of Chrift,&c. makes your al/o to have | 
no:connectionat all withany thing, that 
we:had ſaid: for we never ſo-mnch.as 
made theleaſt mention of the /ive/y mem- 
bers of Chriſt , - or dreamt of the worde}- 
Church taken in that ſenſe , wherein you | 
now take it inthe treaty -of Schiſme be- 
4wixtus-: aud thus.you have heard what 
of alſo ? And hereafter by comparing an 
other a//o of yours, p.6; with this we ſhall 
tell you ſomething more,of what of alſo 2 
Your inſtance from Zaxke 9.50, 60. is 
wolking to your purpoſe : for it appears 
clearly by the very wordsthemſelves, that 
dead in-the. firſt-part of the fentence is 
onely ſpiritually and metaphorically 
dead : for had it ſignified corporally or re- 
ally. dead ; how could thoſe dead bury 
their dead ? That being connaturally an . | 
aQtion ofa living perſon,; and ſo theprs- | 
ys i5.neither dubious, nor equivocal, 
raving light enough in it ſelf ro explicate 
it ſelf; which yours had not. Neither ſay 
we , that when by- occaſion of -anothers | 
diſcourſe one confers with them, that 
they are alwayes obliged to peak: in/ the: 
ſame-ſenſe; that 'the other 4did ;;unle(s 
they both ſignifie they:intend to do ſo (as - | 


you-.. { 


A IEC 


SR Re edt. 
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you did by the word AY/o, and our Savi- 


our- daber re 4 &Y' we give: no Re in in 
theiF propoſit eby it may be 


thered” that they ſhe if endure ſenſ 
1.* as we have ſhewed, you havenor: done, in 


this of yours, | 
h Pi:g3.) | 
\ Newt we'will ſhew you': that ora; 
Ware before ye had atht ts the'menn-. - 
ing of them, and we plainly rold you; them- 
ſelves might have told you, and checks this 
Jour undertaking npon us. For did not we,” 
who ſpuke, kyow that our ſenſe way, rhat in 
any unjuſt Excommunication of orbers, 
which were Schiſmaticall {which you did 
not deny Diotrephes ro be) the unjuſt Se- 
paratour ſeparated himſelf,or had ſeparated 
himſelf before antecedently'from-the wifible 
Charch? Now when we expreſly put. in, 
that be did it conſequetitially-(that was 
onr word, that our meani»y;, und we have 
quſtifiea it ) which yet. we knew, "As mot, 
cold not be Jour meaning , 7o#ut conld- not 
bnt diſcern *twas not our intent or proteſſi- 
01, to -comply with you in-all your meaning 
and Tenſe; but:fo fur as'trurh wolltd bears, 
which vas not ovafml there 45 boundonr ar | 


tavge. | "I 
C. 34; | 


hn + Ge eee rn nr Cr EE EE I EOS 


; 4©O T he new Acception of the 


oe bis Hall 27 tes. 
Who, could gather. what your ſenſe 


was , or was not;; but by your words? 


* Where did you. deliver-,that i” any a»jaft 


. Excommunication: of others ,. which were &\ 


Schiſmaticall , the unjuſt Separatonr 
ſeparated himſelf , or had ſeparate him- 
ſelf before , antecedently from the. viſible 
Church? Certainly if you. had ever ſaid 
fo, you had both wy maintained.an af. 
' ſertionagainſt your ſelves, for then every 


' unjuſt Excommunication.of others, had 


not beena ſeparation , and not. of ones 
ſelf, and you undertook to prove it. was ; 
and you had expoſed yourſelves toall the 
. objections, which we have made againſt 
this [I 1 RIGBY you could not an- 
{wer,but by flying to the inviſibleChurch, 

But whatſoever you lay now of Axte- 
cedently being ſeparated from the viſible 
. Church,could no way ſignifie , that. one 
might not, conſequentially to ſome at 
-which he had done, ſeparate bimſelf from 
the wifible Church alſo, For what con- 
tradiction is there in- the one more then 
inthe other 2 Thus if one ſeparate others 
unjuſtly from the Church Communion, 
with ſo great a pride and obſtinacy,. pe 
| | E. 


| 
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he chuſes rather to ſeparate himſelf from 
the whole Church by an univerſal rejeRi- 


on and rebellion _ all his ſpiritual ſu- 
periours, rather then receive them again 


*].® into the Church, conſequentially to that 


unjuſt ſeparation he ſeparates himſelf 
from the whole viſible Church. We fay 
not, you were any way obliged to com- 
ply with us in all our meaning and ſenſe, 
= you here infinuate we do) but onely 
o far as your expreſs words fignifie you 
intend to comply with us, as here the 
word A!/oſignities. 
ge ns 197-1 
Secondly, our very words fhew to any, 
that we would purpoſely avid to declare 
our intent of ſeparation of the unjuſt Ex- 
communicator from the ſame (harch 
Communion, from which he unjuſtly ſepa- 
rated others : And therefore whereas, if we 
bad intended what you reſolve we muſt mean 
whether we did" or no, the conſequence, and 
file of ſpeech had required us to have ſpoke, 
that he alſo which ſeparates others unjuſtly 

from the Church Communion, doth there 
indeed (if not ſeparate before) conſequents- 
ally ſeparate himſelf from the Church Com- 
munion ; but inthe conſequentiall ſeparatt- 
| on- 
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ox we teft ont there the ward Church Com- 
munion, thez and altering the file of ſpeech 
ſaid ozely , that be ſeparates himſelf from 
the Church (viz. in car declared acception 


of the word Church )whg unjuſily ſeparat ES 4 


others from the Church Communion. 

_.. Whatyou ſay of ſeparation. from the 
Charch Communion 1n the firſt -part of 
your ſentence, and of ſeparating himſelf 
from the Church inthe ſecond, is a diſtin- 
Ction without a difference ; have not both 
you and we moſt frequently uſed ;both 
theſe tearms promiſcuouſly for the ſame 
ting : nay, 1n our very definitions them- 
ſelves, have not we uſed ſeparation from 
the Charch, and you from the oe body of 
Chriſt, whereby we expreſſed our ſelyes 
to mean the viſible Hierarchicall Church, 
and you acknowledge you meant no other 
then we did, in your definition , and nei- 
ther of us uſed the tearm from Chxrch 
Communion, 1o that the word Charch was 
to be underſtood by us both , to be mare 
clearly fignifying the ſame vifibleChurch, 
then the term Charch Communiov, elpeci- 
ally, ſeeing that you diſtinguiſh preſently 
Church Communion into 7zternall and 


externall, | 
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externall.,” and *that- whoſoever wilfully 
induces an other Catholique into mortall 
ſin, cauſefly and unjuſtly, ſeparates him - 
from the ternal Communion of the 


"| *Church, if not ſeparate before. 


* But to ſhew unanſwerably ,»that- by * 
Chzrch here you muſt mean" the viſible 
 Mierarchicajl Church , and'by a/f\the 
ſame ſignitication of Church, and diviſions 
from it which we fignified , and by divi- 
ding, or ſeparating , onely the externall 


 feparation'from the Hierarchicall Church 


which we underſtood, (fitite yourwil needs 
| forte us to'extremities) we wil hearlydes 


- y 7 


 neefrom your owri words, wherets you 


relate in this place. 
--Yotr fay therefore, page 2B. printed, 
We hats Tdeed-onr ſelves orivited," yea 
comrended-* that” be * hf of Veparateth 
others unjuſt ty from the” Church Communi- 
02, doth thereby indeed (if not ſeparate be. 
fore) conſtqnentially 4 on te himſelf from 
the Charch.' Now \the- words' wlierein 
you ſay ere, yot'gr#1ted;/an@coritended 
this mitdr are found'p;9+ the 8:1p4t;and 
there onely, before you wric this paſſage. 
Your words then', 1n that paſſage", pay? 
6. aretheſe, viz. We wonder mow To read. 
& you 
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. you ſaying, that ative ſeparat ion ſuppoſeth 
the perſon ſome way or other divided from 
the Charch, whereas indeed the ative ſepa- 


ratour of himſelf is not ſuppoſed , but firſt 


becomes divided by that att of ſeparating ,, | 


and the ative unjuſt ſeparatonr of others 
(if for keeping due Catholique Communi- 
on ) thereby divides himſelf alſo. Thus you. 
Hence we argue againſt you thus. 
You ſayin the paſſage, p. 28. that what 
you affirm there, you had granted and 
contended before : that which you, granted 
and contended before in this matter, is 
onely found p. 6. in the words now cited; 
thoſe words, ſpeak onely of Charch, divi- 
fon, or ſeparation from it in that ſenſe, 
wherein we took the words Church and 
Separation, . as appears by your citing us 
ſpeaking of them in theſe words, viz. We 
wonder now to read you ſaying , that attive 
ſepara ranY bs / St the perſen ſome way or 
other divided from the Church. We ſpeak 
there of Church and ſeparation, onely un» 
derſtanding by Church, the whole viſible 
Hierarchicall Church, and by ſeparation, 
the externall ſeparation from it,as appears 


evidently p. 5. c. 6. for we ſpake onely of - 


that ſeparation from the Church, wheres 
| ' 


”” wW wr, TT vo 


word Church confured. + 4oy 
by Schiſme is committed, and that, both 
you and we expreſle to be no other then 
the externall ſeparation from the viſible 


|. Hierarchicall Church; Ergo, 2 primo ad 
- wltimum, you muſt ſpeak onely of anex- 


ternall Separation made from the viſible 
Hierarchicall Church, when you ſay, that 
he who ſeparates others unjuſtly, 8c. conſe- 
quentially ſeparates himſelf from the 
Charch,as you had granted, and contend- 
ed before, p. 6. Now you cannot under- 
ſtand in the words, page 6. when you ſay, 
And the altive unjuſt Separatogr of others 
(if for keeping due Catholique Communi- 
on} thereby Tides himſelf alſo , of any 
other Church, or diviſion , then of that 
onely whereof you ſpake , in the former 
part of the ſentence, that is,of an external 
diviſion from the viſible Hierarchicall 
Church,as moſt manifeſtly appears by the 
whole ſentence , otherwiſe it could not 


be conne&ted by the words ' 2d , and 


alſo, to the former part of the ſentence, as 


| it is whenyou ſay, and the unjuſt Separa- 


tour f others, &c. thereby divides himſelf 
alſo, he. as the Schiſmatique in your defi- 


nition, divides others directly, by an ex- 


ternal diviſion from the viſible C —_— 
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he divides himſelf by unjuſt excommunz- 
cation of others, externally fromithe yiſt- 
ble Kierarchical Church a//o;:For you lay, 
and --- thereby divides binsſelf alle; ſuppoſe, 


of diviſion,for you name_no-other; that is, 
divides himſelf by an externall :divicion 
from the vifble Hierarchicall Church. 

' Nay.have we.not both of us uſed unjult 
ſeparation,or excommunicatiqnfrom. the 
Church. for a, Separationtrom the w1/i- 
ble Ghbarch, as it: conſiſts of Paſtours and 
people, as it invincibly appearsin the 
now cited words, p. 6. and the like 1s,p.4. 
e..5-and p. 5. 6. and again p.6. /ize 


7-andp.7:.0.7.- &c, Nay , even/immedi-. 
atelybefore that paſſage p. 28- and'pre- 


ſently after it, -you'uſe Church for the vi- - 


fible Hierarchicall Church ; and never be- 
fore that-your- propoſition uſed. it , fave 
for that; wiþhle Church. - Vat living 
man. then could poſſibly have. gather- 
ed :trom-;} your. uſing Separation. from 
the Chy#ch,.that you meant onely from 
the. company of \the lively members of 


.Chrif:?. In which-ſenſe neither of us be- 


fore ; that ,,'had/ ever. uſed the . word 


(Chureh,asitrelates tothe controverſie of 
Schiſme, ; P.55. 


©! ; 


from that Church, and by.che ſame kinde * 
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+ to Firmilian *7#s evident , that he meant to 
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Fe" 


word Church confared. 407 
© Þ. 55; 

Now let all men that know what belongs 

to canaour and ingenuity in interpreting 

mens woras, judge betwixt you and us. As 


chargePope Stephen, that his att,or attempt 
of unjuſt caſting out others, was Schiſmas 
ticall. Secondly that thereby he both makes 
himſelf obnoxions to be caſt out himſelf of 
- the Churches externall Communion by the 
cenſure of the Church, which we alſo ex- 
 Preſly told you was our minde of a properly, 
* formally, and clearly unjuſt Ejeftour of 
others, and alſoin his own At made him- 
ſelf an apoſtare from the Communion of the 
Eccleſrafticall unity, which i but the ſame 
with that , wherein you know Sr. Auguſtin 
deſcribes the ſin of Schiſme , Hetertici dif- 
ſenfionibus iniquis a fraterna Charitate 
diffiliunt. And as to what you are neteſſi- 
fated to aſſume to the framing of any arfu- 
ment againſt us from Firmilian,(tot all the 
Eccleliaftical Communion and unity muft 
be viſible) 25 ir [e/f an anrruth, and needs to 
be proved : for there is an internal, as well 
as an txternall Communion to be held by 
Chrifts ' command , "with the Catholique 
Charch, with the viſible Charch , in both 

Ac cepts- 
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acceprions of the word Church , which in- | 
ternall Communion whoſoever doth not keep | 
with the viſible ('harch , cannot be ſaved, 
bat hath made himſelf an Apoſtate (if be- 


fore he had it) from the (/ommunion (in0| © 


ſome important ſenſe thereof ) of the Church 
unity ; or, (which z all one, in Firmilians 
word) of Ecclefiaſticall unity. S$:xthly ſay 
Jon, and another follower after ths fixth, 
for ſome number aud ſome pages do theſe ve- 
ry objeftions about the ſenſe of a line of ours 
{1 up ;, no wonder, if the diſſolving of pre- 
tended objeftions muſt be longer, 
C. 56. 
You have faid expreſly, (as we have 
noted in another place, p. 306. print) 
that by Eccleſiaſticall Communion, or 
Unity, is to be underſtood onely the ex- 
ternall Communion, or Unity of the viſt- 
ble Church, as will appear by your Au- 
thenticall Papers , how then come you 
now to contradict your ſelves , and fay it 
is alſo internall Communion? = 
And your Anſwer here to us quite de- 
froyes your Argument from Firmilian 
agunſt us; ſo hard are you preſſed. For 
if by Ecclefraſticall Unity and cutting off 
ones ſelf from all, is to beunderftood one: 
y 
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ly of the internall (ommunion, then you 
could never prove againſt us from the ex- 
ample of Firmilian (which you mainly 
labour to do through ane half of this pre- 


1 fentcontroverſie) that unjuſt calting out: 


others from: the Church Communion 7s 
Schiſme : you having taken onely this 
Metkam to 'proveit, as appears in the 
firſt propoſall of that Argument in theſe 
words of Firmilian , Dum enim futas te 
poſſe omnes abſtinere , teipſum ab omnibus 
abſtinuiſts : Exciaifti enim teipſim , (nols 
ze fallere ) &c. For whileſt thou thought. 
eſt thy ſelf able to cut off all, thou haſt 
cut of thy ſelf from all, &c. p. 28. print. 
If therefore $tephez , according to your 
interpretation, cut off himſelf onely from 
the internail Unity or Communion of the 
Church, how could you ever frame an 
Argument from thoſe 'words of Firmils- 
an, that Stephen was'a Schiſmatique for - 
excommunicating others unjuſtly (as you 
ſay) unleſs you frame it thus, Firmiliarn 
accuſes Szephen to be a Schiſmatique , be- 
.cauſe by excommunicating others un- 
juftly, he cut off himſelf from the inter- 
nall Communion of the Church , which 
you your ſelf confeſs = be of no __ 

Or 


» 4 
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For you expreſly acknowledge both in 
your definition, and many others paſla- 
ges of this conference , that ſeparation 
; ws the exterrall Communion of the viſt< 
-ble Church, as it ua politique body, com- 
poſed of Paſtours, and People, is eſſentially 
neceſſary to Schiſme. Or the force of 
your Argument drawn from the words 
of Firmilian mult be this, viz. Firmilian 


accuſes Stephen the Pope to. have excom- - 


municated others unjuſtly , therefore he 
accuſes him to be a Schiſmatique, . which 
is-not a proof, but a bEpging of the que- 
ion , which-is whether, he who excom- 
municates others 'unjuſtly be a' Schiſma- 
tique : and the main endeavour of, your 
Adverſariesis to maintain , that the un- 


juſt Excommunicttion-of others alone, - 


makes no'man a Schiſmatique. Seeing 
therefore Firmilians words: (as you are 
now forced to interpret them) : neither 
prove Stephen to bea ſchifmatick;by ſepa- 
rating himſelf from the external Commu- 


nion of the whole viſible Church conſe- 


_ quentially; nor.canevex evince againſt ys, 

that Firmilian held him to. bea- Schilma- 

tique for this ſolecaulſe, that he ſeparated 
others unjuſtly from the external Com- 
| munion 


> 
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mugion of the viſible Church by Excom- 
pL who. fees not that this Ara 
gument gf . yours 1s wholly enervated, 


and ey ted of all force.,..by your own 
KING df it 10. far are you driven by 


' occurring, difficulties. , that you. cannot 


potlibly.lolve.them, otherwiſe , then by 


| deſtroying: your own Arguments: for 


the whole force of your Argument redu- 


cd cede Wogac will, be: this, vize. To 


oloever ſeparates another. 
unju juſtly from_the externall_ Communion 
of - "hurch (which is your poſition) 
15a Schiſmarique by this (ron. 
| Whoeſoever is truly, accuſed to ſepa- © 
rate. another . unjufily; from the externall 
Communion! of.the Church is a Schiſma- 
rique;:! But, Stephen was traly accuſed to 
ſeparate c others unjuſtly from, the Exter- 
nall Communion of the Church. Ergo, 
Stgphen was aShiarique. 
2 his; plainly. to, prove iden: per 
SHR, Jam e? Judge Rex 


j/Aud inconliſtency ltency and nullity. of the 
naw cCeption, hich you, have embraced 
of the word = <9 .of. your new 
formalss 
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firmalis ratio, formall reaſon,” or nature , 
of Schiſme. Out of the conſideration of 
which we propoſe this important queſti-/ 
on, viz. Whether in ſetting upon! this 
conference, by evincing' [your intent 
. againſt us in this queſtion, that's, in con- | | 
vincing us to be Schiſmatiques, yourin-' | 
tent was not upon that convigtion, to 
induce us to leave our Religion, andem- 
brace yours, if we would attain ſalvation. 
If you intended not this, to what'purpoſe 
have you taken ſo mucfi pains to convince 
us of Schiſme , ſeeing,even ſuppoſing that 
awe were convinced of it, we ſhall ad. | 
here to our Religion , and oppoſe yours 
much as we did before. If you intended 
it, why then have you conſtitated' ſick 
a formall rea(cn , or nature of Schifme, 
that though we were-convinced.to'be 
guilty of ſome true Schiſme , we ftill;re- 
main true members of | the Catholique 
Church,and fo true and'teil Cathofiques; 
chat conviction not” hinderitig*us eo be 
as capable of Salvation ,"' as'we' were 
before. Whereas if 'we convince 'you 
of that. Schiſme', 'whjch” is" 'contarned 
in 'our definition 4 you thjuſt3%ohfels: 
that you are wholly yritapable'&f Salva: . 
| tion, 


the word Church confuted. . q13 
tion, fo longas: youcontinueit, and fo 
cannot poſltbly. be feved,' unleſs you quit 
your religion, and convert your ſelves to 
ours. We delire a: ſpeedy-and diret An- 
iwer'to this. | | | 
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The Propoſition of the ſecond 
Argument, 


Eh age P. 1. 
g* condly, from the Teſtimony of the An- 
ciext Primitive "Church, Firmilia- 
nus, (i St. Cyprians judgement) a holy 


inthe firſt three hundred years) of whons 
the great and renowned Dionylius Biſhop of 
Alexandria ,. i Euſebius chu mevefick 
T hat he (this Firmilianus) was one of the 
illuſtrious Biſhop of the moſt famous Cities, 
who was alſo a part of both the Ancient An- 
tiochian {oxncels held before the Nicene, 


the 


Catholique Biſbop of Celarea (much with | 


"Pp 


|. 


SS W 


Firmilians Teſtimony #10 proof 415 
the one againſt the Novatians, the other 
ag ainſi Paulus Samoſatenus,that Arch he- 
retick;whoſe Epiſtlehath ever been recorded 
and preſerved amongſt St, Cyprians Epi- 


ftles,,to whom he was contempora'y and 


' friend. This Catholique Biſhop Firmili- 


anus (epiſt. 75. amongſt $t Cyptians,oum. 
20,) ſaith tkxus to Stephen the Popeycr Bi- 
ſhip of Rome, So that the <criprtures of 
God ſpeak of no other morethen of thee; | 
A wrathful man ftirs up ſtrife, and an an- 
gry man heaps upſins- For how great 
rifes. and contentions haſt rhou cauſed. 
throughouc the: Churches of the whele 
world ! How greata fin haſt thou heigh- 
tened co thy ſelf, when thou cutteſt thy 
ſelf off- from fo many. flocks! For. thou: 
taft cutoff hy ſeif;- Do not: deceive thy, 
felf. 'For as much as he istruly Schiſma: 
ticall, who thachimade himſelfan Apoſtate 
from the Communion of Eccleſiafticall 


' Unity. For-whilethou thoughteſt to cut. 


off, or abſtain all others from thee, thou 
haſt 6tiely cut off, or abſtained thy ſelf. 
fromiaN. 21027 25 
Oy 104 
 Astothe inſtanceand ſtory of Firm:- 
lianus , we are to conſider him: in three 
d&ffercat 
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_ different States, - The one before he fell 
upon the matter. of Rebaptization of >_ |! 
Heretiques : and ſo. long as he remained 4! 
in this ftate, he was deſervedly eſteemed a CJ; 
Catholique and holy Biſhop by Dicayſou - # 
of Alexandria. The ſecond, while he de- 
fended the errour of Rebaptization:. of 
Heretiques, in which erroneous' ſtate he 
wrote this Epiſtle againſt Srephen; and 
in this paticebatur aliquid bumans , as St. 
Auſtin pronounceth of St:Cyprian,whilelt 
he tavoured the ſame errour : and in this 
condition, his words cited by you are of 
no more Authority, then the like words 
of St. Cyprian were againſt the ſame Ste- 
phey, His third ſtate was, when he re- 
voked his errour , and returned -again 
to.che DbErine and Unity of the Ca+ 
tholique Church , as St. Auſtin contra 
Creſcon. libr. 3.cap. 3. (as Cardinall Pers 
ron Cites him) and St. Hierome contra Lys | 
ciferian. witneſſes the Biſhops fallen to 
that errour to have done... So. that after 


his death by: reaſon of this his retyrn and 
revocation , he was deſervedly reputed J 
and ſtiled a holy Biſhop. | « 
P.. 2. 6 

Ls to our proof from Firmilianus , ws b4 

| think. Rn 
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think it 6s not avoided by ſaying , Firmilia-- 

nus was i# the errour of Rebaptinutinn of © 

Hereriques,” and "that he did therein pat” 

« Aliquidtnimani, as youſay $1. Auſtin pro«- | 
. #0unced of Sr, Cyprian, while he favonred* 
the ſame errour. True, we admit St. Au-- 
ſtins judgement and your application of it, 

"viz, That Firmilianus - a»d -$r; Cyprians- 
caſe was the ſame as tothis : and this thus. 
by both agreed, . we proceed and htm, that- 
Cyprian (and therefore Firmilian, if other- 
wiſe Catholique and Holy (which none can 
deny) ought to be , and was by St. Auftins 
T eſtimony above a hundred times , during 
the time of that his errour of Rebaptization - 
of Heretiques., and expreſly at the ſame- 
time ſuppoſing and mentioning thit his ex4= 
roar, yet avowed tobea hily and moſt chari= 
table Biſhop, and in Catholique Communi- 

on. And we adde- that which” we- defire- 

may beobſerved,” that the hily Father St: 

Auguſtin commends him for words: againſt 

Stephenthe Biſhop of Rome ; and for hs 

qaftifying himſelf and his party (in which 

was Firmilian) againſt the Popes pretenſe of - 

excommunicating them. This if we-prove, . 

you: have not then brought: any anſwer, , 
that diſſolves our: Arguwent.. For: the - 


s 


- 448; Firmibans Zeſtiwioy no proof.” 
fumme of your Ar fmer 13, T kat Furmilians- 
wc7ds are of -no mere. Authority, then. 
the like words of. St.. Cyprogy.-..So Jeu: 
New we will produee the like. wardsi of St, |, 
Cyprian , aud ſbew, bew St. Aultin,, after 
diſſe. ting from St. Cy.prians. pinion about 
Rebaptizing Heretiques,, yet coammends his 
holy Cathbolique Con: minnion and charitable. 
Piers ſoul at the ſame. time ," and jr.ſttfies 
and ccmmends his words of like flentneſs 
ag«i-ft Pepe Stephen, and for avowing, 
their exempticn from any {cb pretended © 
pawer in Stephen to ext them off. Fram (ar 
tholigue Conmunics.,. and alſo that St | 
Auſtin cjetts to.the Deunatiſts the crime of - 
Schi{me, not to be,excaſed by. their. alledg-. 

. ing Cyprian and: thoſe other African Bris | 
ſhops words or example', and. proves, that - 
they ſeparated themſelpes from. the Cathe.. | 
ligne Church; which St, Cyprian.and his. 
Councell at Carthage aid int. And this .. 
he proves , Vit. that they did not. ſeparate 
themſelves (which the Dunatiſts did) ma- © 
ny times over and again repeating this rea» . | 
fon, and no other , becauſe St. Cyprian and | 
his Ccuncell profeſſed, that... they. mould - 
judge no man, ſeparate,.or remove. ut may 
from bis right of Communion, thingh he 


aiſſer. 
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aiffcr from thew in. judgement, herein, and 
fer their Aading thus reaſon, why they ex+ 
communicated not others for it. For ſay 
they, Nether doth-any of us make him- 
{elf Biſhop: of /Biſhops, and by tyranni- 
call terrour compel} his Colleagues, or 
Fellow-Biſhops to- a neceſiity of obey- - 

>. 75 G9oiÞ53 11] 2 
-,. Sendusthe Anthorities to. prove, that - 
which you here affirm. | al 

| J 53.588 $6 
We thus begin to alledge the Anthors- - 
ties fr proving what we affirm. S$t;\ Av-+ 
guſtin. libr;/2:.-contr.  Donatiſt; . cap'i 4... 
( and as he aoth often elſewhere) ſhews Cy- - 
prians piozes diſpoſition .of minde , even all 
the while he was mn that erronr, avowing it © 
plain from: his words , that he would miſt 
ly hawe correfted his opinion , if atiy one + 
wanld have hhewed him. And ſo cap..1, & . *, 
2...that he-might | ſhew Cyprians peaceable : 
foul, how he' was and would be in the wnity 
of peace mith thoſe that diſſented from bin - 
- 4n- that opinion. He ( St. Aucuftin) thus - 
(arts, alltaging the” words of the C:inncell * 
of- Carchage, wher ein were i yprian ,. and / 
45a) be juppuſed, Frmilian, When very - 
| Many: ; 
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many Biſhops had met at: Carthage , out 
ot the Provinces: of. Africa, Nnmidia, 
eMxuritania, withPrieſts and. Deacons, 
anda very great partiof thepeople being 
preſent; ----jt- remains, that: each of. us, 4. Y, 
produce- our judgements in this matter, 
judging- no man, ſeparating- or remo- 
ving no man from right of Comminion, {; 
though he- differ-from us in his judge= | 
- ment, For neither doth any of us. make- 
himſelf Biſhop of. Biſhops, (clearly hint-. 
5ng Stephen the. Pope, mbo they thought aid: 
fo) or by tyrannicall terrour-compell-his. 
Colleagues, or Fellow-Biſhops:to a ne. 
celifty. of obeying. - Secing that every ff 
' Biſhop bath his proper arbitrement of his: | 
own power, for the lawfull» libertie-given 
him; and may no morebe judged by an- 
other-Biſhop;then he-can judge- another, 
Butlet us expet- the judgement .of the 
Lord of all , Jeſus Chriſt (/airh-he) who 
onely:and alone. hath power, botlr of ſeat- 
ing us in the government of his Church, 
and ofjudging of our At; Thus far the 
Comuncel, Gypriap,. Firmilian, &c- And 
then-upen their words addes St: Auguſtin, 
Now; letthe proud and ſwelling-necks- ob. 
Heretiques, the-mad Donatiſts; if they 
FIN, | dare- 
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dare, lift up themſelves againſt the humi<- 
* lity of this Speech (above /er-down)- and 
-_  whatfayyoutothis?: You: are wont 't6 
; objet to; us (yprians letters, Cyprians 
+ e judgement,Cyprians Councell, cv. Thus 
far St, Auguſtin. phy 
The ſame St. Auſtin. libr. 6. contra: * 
;  Donatiſt. cap, 6; 7. go repeats , and 
' . again highly extolls. thoſe words 'in the 
| Conncel of Cyprian ; and*alfo Firmilian, 
| andwith which Cyprian begins the Coun- 
cell; and by which (ſaith he): Cyprians. 
peaceable ſonl; and abounding with'the-breſt 
| of Charity #getlared., Where be ſubjoyns 
I ** the repeated words before cited, -= Quid ' 
= *ſentianns, proferamns ,' neminem judi-. 
® cantes, ant a jure Communionis. aliquens 
«© diverſam ſenſerit ,  amoventes. Ne- 
« 9ue enim: quiſquam noſtrum Epiſcopuns - 
*t fe Epiſcoporum conflituit, ant. Tyrannice 
| *<terroread vbſequendi: neceſſitatem 'Colle- 
 oas ſuos Adigit : quando habeat - omnis 
«© Epiſcoptes, pro licentia libertatis &+;po- 
© reftatis ſue: arbitrinm proprinm ; tam- 
| © que ub alid judicari non poteſt; quam nec. 
<< 2pſe poſſit alterum-jnaivare. Sed expefte= 
| « 111us-aniver ſryudicium Domint noſtri feſt. 
| *Chrifth, qui um & ſol haver poreſta- 


rem, 


422 Firmilians 7 ef imony yo prof. 
* rem, preportends nisin.Ecclefie ſue gite 
#&-gernnatione:, & de:Attu neſtro junicands:* 
All thefe words St. Anſtinccites as an indir 
cation of Gypriat's .peaceable:; fowl; and 
 aboiinding with the breaſts of Gharity.. 6 | 
T hoſe perſons,Cyprian and bys Colleagues, 
* whiles they were in their errour of  Rehapti- 
aing Hereltques ;.avd thoſe words ſpoken 
byuthemywhiles they were ſo, doth Sts Au- - 
suſtin: repeat : often. and. commend highly, 
and by theſe words acquits: thiſe perſons. of 
all ſchiſme; (mhich words themſelves Ster 
phen the Pope, who excommunicated rhoſe - 
African Biſhops, ſt needs acornſe as ſchiſ» - 
maticall-) \7 54 3% Ip: 193435R © 1 
 ofnd naw. we adder, that ac Firmilian : 
| judged, that :aflive mnyjuft: ſeparating of 
others from. the Churches... Con.munion, | | 
was ſchiſmaticall, in. hu words: by u6:Ci- 


' 8ed::/o:'$t. Auguſtin. (hon: he. reverucd 
thoſe alts of that Councelt, of Carthage; - 
wherin C; prian and Firmlian, as way be 
ſuppoſed, were ) declares himſelf to be of the. 

fame judgement : for ſo be Clear s them of £ 
 Africa/rom being uncbaritable.(aud theres | 
fare to-be funre from being (clht/maticall, ant 
from. being fepa ated. from the anity-of - 
Cbrifts Hee,) becanſe being oncly tn anrer--. | 


roar, . 


% 
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reur, which be extenuates, a5,im an vb{cure 
qut(tian at that:tinee.. libr.;2- 'conte; Do 

$apr 5+. Thiele, profefiednor tales 
os gchers..trom the. Compmunion 


© of:Chritts Body for. cheir diſſenc, ,Se.;$r, 


Avgvoitn hbr. 2. De-Baptiſmo.comr. Do- 
natiſt.cap, 6. Bow then did got Cyprian, 


& chole.lp many of his Folens : 


ſerth;heyv bp <> uſe yer. racher-t9.c0 
nicate ira ſuc .thentot be ſepara». 
ted from t c - _ P1prian ſaying, / (a , 


he, we judging no man,,..nor-puttivg - 
| away.a from Ins right 


if be differ from vs.in his RAE 
Where Ft, Auſtin for hats. Bt 


from, the unity 4 Erings 
We qudging no man., 
any from. his, right .of Communion, for 
his different judgement. 1here Sr, Auſtin 
Pl-inly ſuppeferhg has if they 
thruſt or put angy others from the 


Communion, they. pad inthat dk "4 , 
beeg rhewſelues ſeparared fromthe nail. 


7 berefore ſeparating other « anyſtly in St. 
Ayt v eadere ing ea dots 
hunſelf Teparated. ers he $a - 
Ihid, cap. 3s: How he Fee any £ 
ee... 


by, that a 
putting. away - 


if: Jarmrarth, 
ity -of 7 


eo. tie 
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diſſentours weſee , for heſaith , judging 
no man, and removing no man from his 
right of Communion, though hEANent diſſent, 


&c. For weare men: whence. in-ſome. 


thing to- think otherwiſe then the matter 
in truth is, is a temptation incident 
&- Humanity, but by too much loving 
their own opinion, or envying' better 
judgements,” to. come even to: the Sacri- 
ledge of cutting off Communidn , and 
creating a Schiſme, Or Hereſie, is Diaboli- 
call preſumption. Iz which words. St. 
Auguſtin plainly 5mports , that by- putting 
away; removing , or ſeparating others un- 
quftly from ther right of Communign , out 
of too much being in love with their own opi- 
»on, and envying better, (if ſo they had 
done) they had proceeded to the Sacrileage 
of Schiſme and Diabolicall* preſumption. 
So alſo libr. 5, cap. 17. Sr. Auguſtin ſaith, 
In thoſe words many things are to be. 
conſidered , by which: the brightneſs of. 
Chriſtian Charity ſhines forth-- in this 
man , who loved the beauty: of Gods - 
houſe; and the place_of the Tabernacle 
ih Habitaion, -- &c. Laſtly, becauſe 
reſcrtbing noman; nor prejudging any ; 
bue that every Biſhop may-do,, what he. 


thinks: 


— —  — 
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thinks fic, having the- free. power of «his 
own judgement , &c. --- For a greater 
force of vertue was eminent;in him, that, 


when as that queſtion not havin been 
yet diſcuſſed, was in doubt , he thinking 


' differently from many of his Colleagues, 


held ſo ſent moderation,that by no blot 
of Schiſme would. he mutilate-the Holy 

Society of Gods. Church, Thus: St. 
Auſtin. Where St. Auſtin calls the ative _ 
wutilation of the holy ſociety of Gods 

Charch, by judging any at , the blot 
of Schiſme. 


Sn CT. 2. 


JN E: bas Pr Pf miſconceipt. evi- 


I the ke 6 o_ hikes of Fs. 
milianus,k\carce finde any thing, ſave 
a numerous heaping of Miſconceipts one 


q. omg ariother. .. 


pI gu mifconceive our comparing 
Firmilaji. to St.' Cyprian, which you 
would have to be inthe errour of Rebap- 
ization, Now we com pare them not 


oy 
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(as being not: to our- preſent purpoſe) in 
that, but in the words, which they both 
wrote apainſt Srepher Biſhop of Rome, as 
appears by our words, 'viz. The ſecond 


_(flateof Firmiltian) wiiles he defended the 


errour - of  Rebaptization of wg ml 
in which erroneons ffate he writ his Epiſtle 
again Stephen: andin this (thats, in 
this 


Epiſtle, or the writing of it)" Patie- 


. batzr aliquid humani, as St. Auſtin pro» 


wounceth of $t, Cyprian, whites he. favonre 


ed the ſame errour.. Aud in this condition 
hi words by you cited are of no more autho- 


rity, then the like words of St; Cyprian. 


againſt the ſame Stephen, Where the 


s s 


compariſon preſſed by us is clearly made 


in words, and innothing g df... 
P 4. * 


Here you vanquiſh, ( as you ſuppoſe) att 


before you, heaps upon heaps , but in con-. 


cript onely : and we ſhall Jhew, that youls 


£ 


ompariny ( after you) Firmilian wirhCy- 
_ was not in their errour of Rebiu Wes: 
ion mmely, nor was your comparing of then: 
onely inthe words, which 'they 
againſt Stephen Biſhop of Rome.” But as 


to our parts we compared them alſo tn their 


words, 


b 211Þ - 


are thoſe henjs of Miſconceipts. Firſt,our 


| 


q 


| 


—Y 


.—*m 


| 
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words which they both writ a Stephen 
| Ronie"(ind'/ Pager 

edge youbud firſt compared them ) nul we 
dla theſe -woras uot to be excepted to, not- - 
* Ciebhnidin their errany. of © fchupicnts 
94, 34 which they both were, and both alfo 
they were, when they wore the ſeveral ; 
words rehuted ft "#fainft 'Pope Stephen, 
Therefore if fwch errour of Reb ip denim 
be Jaidto Aiminiſs the Authority of. "their = 
words it maſt doit in both ,\or in neither ;, 
36 St. "Cyprian alſo, or "avt in Firmilian. 


rom TWialh we think, — 
8, but yon alſo comparnd vhites, \x01.di6ly FM. 
ke but intheir words: confidertd as 
Pony thets both vefpeffivel}" "whilfs. 

of whetin-firwoamed7 fame >ehviuy: of: 
Rebupeezathen', whith we\nlfv it 
. thempboth, or eithex $0 forte; hh a th 

ary provevidded v6 00 "amamifhe. 

ing ther wther 2 of their wordesThit is all 
of a wineod 4 ro do; and die} NOT you's 
mmch, even own ab | 
in your very" C/wes alledged by 30 why 
you tid wot ? Hear we: now" yourventating. 
your own former wordl*;6venuhs firſt com 
paringoof theſe two" rogether ; which was 
I # all tn this Conference Cn: 
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be defended the errour of Rebaptization 
of Heretiques, in this erroneous ſtate , he 
( Firmilian) wrote this. Epiſtle. againft 
Stephen, and in this patiebatur aliquid hu- 


mani , as St. AuguFftin: pronounceth of * 


Cyprian, whileſt he favoured the ſame er. 
| rour.]. And in this condition his words hy 
Jen erred are of no more Anuthorgty thew 
—_ like words of St. Cyprian: againſt the 


(any Stephen. ] ky ? Did. not yox. here 
ompare both their "words with both their 


Lammine the ſexe errour of Rebaptizzati- 


on, when Hhepboth "wrofe thoſe words ? and. 


Jet you prove bends r* that: you cone 
pare them in words, andin nothing elſe, 
and tell ys, that our firſt miſconeeipt 
that you a= «hy their:err our 
Rebajtination alſo, >. Did you: mot 
Tn Pins 
mt tephen ?: and 
that not ſimply in their words, but as; to the 
Anthority of thoſe their wort, alikg to be 
diminiſhed.or not diminiſhed for their being 
written by. thew, when bath of them favor- 
ed the fame errour d 4nd do not you whiles 
' Jou ſay in thiseondition (viz. of their fa- 
wvouring the ſame errour) Firmiliant 
words are ofno more authority, then rr 
|| Cs 


5.08 4\ COmMpare . 


— a—— .w_ 


< _ 
—— —_ 


— 
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like words of 'St. Cyprian againſt the ſame 
Stephen, viz. (when-he favoured the ſame 
err our.) Do viot you here [nppoſe', of grate. 
{ roms, That Firmilians aud Cyprians like 
'f * words are not of more or leſs Authority, 

one then other , frons their favouring that 
erroar , foraſmuch as both Favoured the © 
ſame ?* And thi! is all the uſe we made of 
the comparing theſe two, as appears by onr 
very next reply after your ſo conferring 
them. Our words are B. 7. As'to our 
proof from Firmilian we think it not 
avoided by your ſaying, Firmilan- was in 
the errour ' of Rebaptization of Here- 
tiques, and that he' did (therein pati/ ali- 
quit bumwii , as you cite $1:- Auſtin pro- 
»0uncing of $:. Cypriary, while he favour- 
edtheſameerrour. True, we admit Saint 
»Auſtins judgement, andyour application 
of it, ( viz.this your application we' meant) 
that'Firmilianand' Cyprians eaſe.was-the 
ſanie as to this, (viz. this condition of their 
like favours em 3 when the! 
both wrote thoſe Tike' words againſt"'t 
| ſame Stephen; ) And then "we 'procitd, 
confidering thens' both ' in their ervour''s 
Rebapticarion, Gf ſaid'we for we di ® 
wake you" ſay fo; Otherwiſe Firmilias 
Calf were 
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were .a. Gatholique , and Holy. Biſhop, 
a aa deny. ).. $0, we argue from 
the compary/ov, 0nd 9M. 1007 Roefit 01 
and produce like yy MM enenC of 0 $ 
Cyprian «g 46957, Pape, Stephen, ayd. Fe 
bighly, commended by S. Augaftin., Where 
0 We pr a) 90. ts or muſconceiving your | 
compariſon of Firmilian. co St. Cyprian ? 

We chink. ſil, ut 5. the very ſenſe of the | 
y m_ and after rightly. made by. is tight = 
Mentative 4 Jo: 


: it 
; Thatevery. ow may percive bY whether 
you pda rightly.charged by us; 1n certain 
ar Treas” onr: wordsin F: irmiliaus 
«: Kismeceſſary, to,cite Now hp 
anſwers and replies, as.they Hand, 2erba- 
ti. You: havin bs I cired Er mi- 
lJians words againſt Stephen the Pope, to _ 
prove..your. aſſcrtions,.we.recurned t 
Anſwer, Yiz-1 Theſecong oftate of Firmilir 
aw) 6rexmintaft be: deferded-the exrert.raf 
Rabat Rain wp 
roveanus flate he wentatie Fly fe af 
Stephen. 47d: 5#: —__ = 
| == 4s.\St.. Auguttin. I 
Cy prianz y Yap $be; {ave 
exdomrs' a hs pe 


"ke | 


% ai 
4 


| 
| 
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ans) words by you cited ars of no more au- 
thority,then the like words of St. Cyprian 
were ag inſt the ſame Stephen. Thus we. _ 
Where itis evident , chat the words, ad / 


| O 3n this paticbatrr aliquid bumni, are re- 


ferred co Firmilians Epiſtle, and not to 
his errour of Rebaptization , for weſay, 
be wrote this Epifte, and in this patieba- 
tur, &c. The reply, which you make to 
this our anſwer. is -contained in theſe 
words viz. As to onr proof from Firmili- 
ans caſe, we think :3t not avoided by ſayings 
Firmilian was 5» the-errowr of Rebaptiza- 
tion of Heretiques, avd that he. did thereiv 
pati-aliquig humant,,es yow ſay; St. Augn« 
{tin prowemced of St. Cyprian 2: whileſt be 
favored the ſame erronr. Where: you 
clearly make us refer theſe words pets -als- 
quid bumani tothe ſole errourof Rebap- 
tization, and notito. the Epiithe, or wards 
of Firmban; quite centrary:-to: Our; ex- | 
preſs words, which whether it-bea-miſcon- 
ceipt'or no, let the Auditory judge;,; and 
we require your particular-anſwer.to-chis. 
That therefore which we denied in otfr 
rejoynder to theſe words "of yours was,” 
| that you made us compare Firmilian and 
St:>Gyprian in their errour of Rebaptiza- 
tion, 
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tion, itt words wherein we compared 
them not in that, viz. in ſaying, Paricha- 
tur aliquid humani , and by —_— 
them from Firmilians Epiſtle , to whic 


we applied them , you gave occaſion 'to ? 


think, that by them we compared not the 
Epiſtle of Firmilian and Saint «Cypriar 
againſt Stephen togerher, which w2 one: 
ly didin'thoſe word\, Patiebarur-aliquid 
humani , and conſequently , that ſeein 

theſe words of ours, as you miſconceived, 


were not a compariſon of their -Epiſtles, + 


you bore the Auditory in hand , that we 


compared them onely by force of theſe 


words, in their errourexpreſly andimme- 
diately, rhough'in order to the *diminiſh- 
| 4og the Authority of their words. Your 
proving therefore , that we compared 
them in their errour, helpsnothing to ac- 
quir/you from the-miſconceipt of our 
' words, unleſs you ſhew, that we compa- 
red them in it by 2hoſe-words-, whereto 
we joyned' and referred parti aliqnid hu- 
mani, as you fay. PITT 


| 


| # 


STRCTE. 3. 


« T he Opponents ſecond and third Miſe 


conceipt maintained againſt them, 


Ex 
Econdly, you miſconceive, when you 
impoſeupon us, T hat we are both agre- 
ed , that Fitmilians and $:. Cyprians caſe 
was the ſame, as to this, that is,in relation 
to the error of Rebaptization. For where 


| ſaid we fo? Neither indeed could we 


with truth fay fo. For St. Cypriaz was 
never excommunicated by Srephex, much 
leſſe remained obſtinately for a time if 
that Excommunication, as Firm:lian was, 
and did. Witneſs Exſeb. libr. 7. Hyſter. 
cap. 4+ which makes a main difference in 
their caſes. Thirdly , you miſconceive 
the condition of Firmiliazus in your Pa- 


- rentheſis, when you ſay, #e ſew that St. 


Cyprian (ard therefore Firmilianus , if 
otherwiſe, that is, abſtrafting from hs er- 


rour of Rebaptization, Carholique and Ho 


ly, which no man can deny.) Thus you. 
Now this is very untrue. For abſtrafting 
from his preciſe errour of Rebaptization 
V we * 


4.34 T he ſecond and third , 


we expreſly deny, that he continued an 
Holy Biſhop, all the time that he ſtood 
ob{tinately againſt Stephen under Excom- 
munication. 
PS, | 

Our ſecond Miſconceipt, which you 
charge 11 with , will alſo prove onely your 
own preſently, viz. T hat we would impoſe 
p04 you, that we are both agrreed, that 
Firmilians and St. Cyprians caſe was the 
ſame, asto this, .e.in relation to the 
errour of Rebaptization, but if you 
mean by,in relation to the errour of Re- 
baptization,further then in relation of their 
words to their favouring the ſame errour 
( which was the onely thing then as yet al- 
ledged againſt the Authority of the words of 
Firmilian) if you mean any more then this, 
( and this you aid as much as we, and before 
715 ) we ask you, which of #s doth impoſe 
now ? When you interpret thoſe our words 
(.15 to this) as you pleaſe, that you may af- 
terwards be diſpleaſed withthem, For we 
ſaid no more : and as to comparing them, 
. beth in all things throughont tn that errogr, 
*twas uot our purpoſe or concernment, For 
we have you confeſſiwg, that Firmilian; re- 
trabted that errour z which St. Auguſtin 


himſelf 


o( « 


| 
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timfclf doubts , whether ir can be ſhowen, 
that ever $t. Cyprian did, and therefore 
Firmilian held ir leſs renacionſly then Cy- 
prian. Azd what i our Argument hurt 
by this , but rather ſtrengthened by this diſ- 
parity ? Though thu we then urged nt, 
becauſe we needed nomore , then_you had 
then granted, that they, whom we and you 
compared in their words againft Pope Ste- 
phen, had been by you and us alſo compared 
and conſidered, as favouring the ſame errour 
of Rebaptization of Heretiques ; and at the 
[ame time, when they both wrote thoſe like 
words, But jou go on to endeavour to finge 
ſach diſparity, if you can, as ſhall take all 
Autherity from Firmiltans words againſt 
the ſame Stephen, and you are reſolved to 
fall foul on Firmilian;and expreſly deny,that 
though St. Cyprian continued an holy Bi- 
Shop all the time, that he perſiſted in his er= 
rour of Rebaptization, (or if you now think. 
zot, we pray tell us ſo, and whether then you 
contraditt not therein $t, Auguſtin? ) Tet 
Firmtlian did not continue an Holy Biſhop 
all the while he remained in that errour of 
Rebaptization , ( for reaſons you aſſigne.) 
We hear your charge , which you muſt be 
ſure to make good now; elſe we muſt tell 

| V 2 Jon, 


So > 4 2s 
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you, 'twill be a great criminall calumny in 
you to take away the righteouſneſs of the 
righteous, the holineſs of the holy from him, | 
that your undertaken opinin, definition,and 
ſentence may not be tmpeacht , (which Fir- " [ 4 
milian ſo irreconcileably contradifts.) Are 
ou then the AQtores and Impleaders , who 
have undertaken to make good the charge 
againſt this renowned Biſhop, that ( for the 
rime you aſſign after his once being a Ca- 
tholique and holy Biſhop) he did not conts- 
nae an holy Biſhop ? If you have taken the 
hardineſs thus to accuſe (as we conceive, 
with preat injuſtice) we ſhall be admitted 
before all charitable Chriſtians , with all | 
equirable Heathens, to plead againſt you in 
the defence of this deceaſed , renowned, pris 
mitive Biſhop, (that he may not be hart by 
calumny without proef ) becanſe he hath left 
2:pon recurd a good profeſſion, that ts , found 
ro juſtifie our reformed Church, and to lay 
the Schiſme at the door of all Tyrannical! 
wnjuſt Ejettours of others , though it were 
the Biſhop of Rome, even then alſo , when ' 
Biſhops of Rome were much other then they 
Are now. | 
Toreceive your charge therefore , firſt, | 
neu cannet but acknowledge , and you vave 
6 CRAOW= 
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 acknowleaged, that this Firmilian was ( as 
firſt in your firſt ſtate you allow him ) deler- 
vedly eſteemed a Catholique and holy Bi- 
ſhop ; and you admit the witneſs of Diony- 
ſius of Alexandria for it ,thcxgh he no where 
ſtints the time for ir, or makes exception 16 
it, as yeu do, Now how comes he to be no 
holy, no Cathclique Biſhop , fer the time 
wherein he angred you , by thus avoving, 
that unjuſt e-(tion of ethers out of the 
Church, as ſuch, is Schiſme ? Why ? that 
he was in the erroar of Rebaptization of He- 
retiques, you acknowledge did not make him 
10 / atholique, no holy Biſhop. Fer St, Cy- 
prian (while Sr, Cyprian, while a hciy 
Catholique Biſhop) was, you know , in the 
ſame errour of Rebaptization of Hire- 
rtiques , and therefure you are fain to addr, 
that abſtraRting from his preciſe errour of 


Rebaprization, you expreſly deny , that b@ _ 


crnringed a holy Biſbep; theſe are your 
n.rd. Nowthen weare to attend what 
yeu lay t1 his charge, abſtrating frem 
that errour i» that then wb/tare queſttor, 
from that which was common to him with 
the ll holy and Cathelique Biſhop Cypri- 
an. Wemill orit nothing , that you bring 
to juſtifie your heavy accuſation of him. 

* 3 Firſt, 
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Firſt, ke was excommunicated by Stephen 
the Biſhop of Rome. Secondly, he re- 
mained cbſtinately , fay you, fora time m 
that Excommunicaticn , and he did not you 
adde, continue a holy Biſhop all the time, 
:hat he flood ſo obſtinately againſt Stephen 
znder Excemmunication. Either theſe 
things or nething, are that which you have 
laid to his charge. Cume we _— to 
enquire , how yeu prove theſe two things 
and ſecendly , how theſe two, or either of 
theps, if proved, render Firmilan of a de- 
ſervedly eſteemed Holy Catholique Bi- 
ſhop , nw no Holy Biſhop, whenche writes 
\that we cite out of him againſt you. For 
the proof of the latter you bring nothing, 
Viz. that theſe things , if true, render him 
mo holy Biſhop ., and for the proof of the for= 
mer, that he was excommunicated , and 
food obſtinately againſt Stephen undey Ex- 

communication, you prove onely by the wit- 

neſs of the words that are found in Eulebi- 

us lib, 7. Hiſtor. cap. 4. But firft doth 

Jour meer cunceiving him , (if thoſe two 

things were true) no Holy Biſhop, make 

him therefore no Holy Biſhop? Or are we 

- likely to yield you without proof, that his 

meerly b:ing excommunicated by Stephen 


Biſhop 
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Biſhop of Rome, makes him no holy Biſhop? 
Or are we likely to yield, that his ſtanding 
out under that, which he conteſted and com- 
plained of as an unjuſt Excommunication, 
rendred him ne holy Biſhop ? Thus ſheuld 
hawe been proved , and not it , thingh the 
matter of fat had been witneſſed to be true, 
left as a ſufficient proof of his bring no holy 
Biſhop, in your Diſpute with us , where 
this your proof is part of the very queſtion, 
(and ſo nit meet to prove it ſelf ) whether 
the Biſhop of Rome himſelf ( or any other 
Ejettonr ) may mt be an unjuſt Ejeftcus ;, 
and being fuch, may not be Schiſmaticall, 
and the ejetted an holy perſon : yea, tt is yet 
wot denicd by you , bat that the Biſhop of 
Rome may be an unjuſt cjettour at leaſt ; 
and if he may, then may Firmilian contivxe 
an holy Biſhop, non obftante Stephens.ca- - 
communicating of him. 
Did Irenzus, and the reſt of the holy 


| Cathelique Biſhops of France, think_thrſe 


Eaſtern Biſhops, whom Victor had excen. = 
municated, (though Victor had as much- 
the Trath oy hes fide, in the queſtion of keep» 
ing Eaſter, as Stephen had in the obſcure 
queſtion of Rebaptizing of Heretiques) 10 


| tonger holy Catholique Biſhops ? See Ire 


V: 4 neus - 
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neus words in Euſebius. Were thoſe holy _ 
Fathers of the fifth S:cred Oecumenical 
Councel no longer Holy Catholique Bi- 
ſhops , nhen Pope Vigilius Excommuni- 
cated all who proceeded to treat or con- ® | | 
d:mn the Tria Capitula , which yet they | 
proceeded to examine , aud finally condemn» 
ed., uuger as Anathema,as Herefie ? For 
our parts we believe, that ſometime ſome 
Hily Catholique Biſhops have been, are 
fill Holy Cathelique Biſhops , non ob=- 
ſtante, have been and are the more Holy 
Catholique Biſhops , for having been and 
for being excommunicated by the Biſhop of 
Rome, that ix, haply for leis more juſt | 
then he, and yet mare holy (atholique for 
their ſtanding out (and the longer time, | 
yet the more holy and Catholique, and onely 
he the while the more unjuſt) againſt ſuch |} 
his unjuſt excommunication, oft without 
cauſe, yea not {eldem for the cauſe of Ho- 
neſs, and of Catholique Deftrine or Pra- 
fice , without Furiſdiftion oft-times, and 
ſemetimes againſt them , who have 7uriſ- 
dition themſclves over him, { as the fifth 
Oecumenicall Coxncell had ever Pope Vi- 
Sinius -)) So [ittle proof have yew brought 
to us of your accuſation of Firmilian to be, 

As ' 
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as then , nohcly Biſhop , or of diminiſhing 
the Authority of his wards againſt your. 
cauſe, the end of your accuſaticn. 

But yet further afterall this , what if 
you have ſaid nothing in proof of the excom- 
munication it ſelf , when you have brought 
Euſebius , lib. 7. Hiſtor. cap.'.4 2 What 
if nothing can be breught, why you ſhould 
ſay,that Firmilian was excommunicated by 
Stephen ( though he threatued him together 
with hi Colleagues) more then may be 
brought, that Saint Cyprian was, . who 
yet, you contend, was not excommunicated 
by Stephen ? 

1a that of Euſebius , lib. 7. Hiſtor. 
Cap. 4. there ts nothing of his either ſland- 
ing out obſtinately -( no mention of obſtinacy, . 
nor of ſtanding out, &Cc. trengn whoſoever 
#5 at any time excommunicate m#ſt be ſo for 
ſome time.) Nay, what if nothing of his 
being excommunicated by Stephen (mare 
then elſewhere of Cyprians being excom- 
municated by Stephen,) who, you know, 
Was not ? No more words: there can be al- 
ledged, ſounding this way, then theſe words 
onely, e145 dAK61--= as 5d feat v01s Koey@nnowy 
Oe mv avliy TduJnv Tiv aiTiay, emu Wes + 
Siptre's enohreteaCariizun,He had wrote an - 

V.'5 Epiſtle: - 
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Epiſtle---how.that he would not commu- 
nicate with them for this very cauſe, for 
that, ſairh be, they rebaptize Heretiques. 
w here <tephen, by Letter, threatens (and 
thit 15 not the ſame with doing what ts. 
threatued) the Biſhops of Cilicia , Capa- 
docia, Galatia , and the Conterminous 
Natiins, that he would not communi- 
cate with them, neither for the very- 
ſame cauſe, for that, ſaith he, they re-. 
baptize Heretiques. Where obſerve theſe. 
words not with them neither, import the 
ſame written to the other, h. e. tothe Aﬀti- 
can. Bi/ſheps, who agreed with the Eaſtern . 
Biſhops therein. Secondly, the reaſen of 
his Commanation, he repeates barely for the 
ſame cauſe with the other ſimply , 'for- 
that, /ah he, they rebaptize Heretiques, 
without any aggravation 0 Firmilians. 
part more then on Cyprians; or on the 
Eaſtern Biſhops, more then on the African, 
as to their manner of holding Rebaptiza- 
tion, Quia rebaptizant Hereticos, zs all 
the charge here, that Stephen /ayes to Fir- 
milian, or any of them : and did not Cy- 
prianſo ? and his African. Conncell fo ? 
Thirdly , what . if. that laſt 's zoyavieuv 
ixeF.15 , if he had done what he did. 
| threaten, | 
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threaten , was not excommunitation ? 
['s Kogyernga , I will not communicate- 
with you] may be, and oft hath been ſaid, © 
and auly, from equalls to equalls, yea, 
may be ſaid of Inferiours to degenerate Su- 
periours tn ſome ſenſe, as by Biſhops to He- 
reticall Patriarchs, ( ſuch as Neſtorus, . 
Macedonius, Paulus Samoſatenus , Di- 
olcorus ) but excommunication alwayes 
confeſſedly # the Aft of the Superionr , or 
pretended Superionr, to Inferiours: Fur 
it 15 an Aﬀt of the proper power of the Keyes, 
which alwayes iſſue from the perſon that. 
hath qariſdition, as a Superioar, or pre- 
tends to have, So might poſſibly Stephen | 
pretend, we grant, but he did not pretend in - 
theſe words , v 1 ewaviduy *excitots, much 
leſs is he proved to have excommunicated 
them in theſe words, or in any other of that. 
place in Euſebius. Little have yew ſaid to 
prove, that Firmilianus was exxcommunt- 
cated, much leſs that he had deſerved 3t, . 
or why he was-not a holy Catholique Bi- 
ſhop, notwithſtanding that his erroar in ar * . 
obſcure queſtion undefined. Tou | have 
brought in' a very heavy charge againſt a 
holy Catholique Biſhop, by your own Con= - 
feſſion ; (if you cannot 'prove any ſubſe- 


quent . 


4 
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quent deenſatica , Feſide his preciſe ey- 
reur of Rebaptizaticn)) and not axy. real 
pref.  Onely yeu had great need 'to have 


tis authority diminſhed if cn. coxld , ard: 


ſo yuu have ried, and bring nuthing but 
gocd will : and yet ugain we bid you tris, 
and ds challesge yen toſhew in ail Antiquity 
. ce etriil* word ſpoken of kim (abſftra fling 
that which-for hily Cyprians ſake, and 
St, Auguſtins judgement of kim, you have 
bren enfurced to abſiraft, his meer- errour 
of Rebaptization.) Nuw then your aflicn 


falling to the greund fer want of evidence, 


and ncthing feund againſt Firmilian,we will 
ſkew yew, what ne fear yiu knew, how. 


much good Antiquity believed and ſpake of 


him conſtantly, without your excepticn, 


or limitaticnef time { fer the no evill, that 
yer can alleage.) | 
| = + Ws 
Your ſecond miſconceipt, in making 
vs to agree with you, that Firmilians 
and St, Cyprians caſe was the ſame in 
order to the errour of Rebaptization, is 
grourded in theſe words of yours next 
enſuing to the former, viz. Trac, we 
omit 1t. Auguſtins judgement and your 
epplicaticn ef it;-win, that Firmilmns and 
YT | | E BYg 
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$t Cyprians- caſe was the ſame as toths ,, 
and this thus by: buth agreed, we proceed 
and ſhew , that. Cyprian (and therefore 
Firmilian, if otherwiſe Cathclique. and. 

holy, which none can deny) ought to be, and. 
 wasby St, Auguſtins teſtimony , above a- 
hundred times, daring the time of that his. 
errour of Rebaptizatiot of Heretiques, und 
expreſly at the ſame time. ſuppoſing and 
mentuning that hu erronr , yet..allowed to 
be a moſt holp, ana miſt charitable Biſhop, 
and in Cathelique (wmmunion. Whence 
itisevident, that "= make us ſay-and 
agree with.you, that the caſe of theſe - 
two was ſo much the ſame, that we muſt 
hold, that. Fi-mi/zan was as holy and 
charitable a Biſkopy and as much-in Ca- 
tholique Communion., all the time he 
held Rebaptization of Heretiques, as 
St. Cyprian (according to St. Auguſtin) 
was all that time: which how far it was, 
not anely from our ſaying and meaning, 
and from truth but even from your own 
opinion of Firmilian ; (who muſt con- 
fels, that he was far-inferiourto St, Cy- 
prian both in life and death;,) weleaveto 
anequall judgement. : Or, if you intend-- 
eq not-to- extend your Po_y of - 
| m.; 
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.them ſo far as may be drawn from your | 
| words, yet who ſees not, that he ſhews 
little holineſs, and charity in his railing 
and deriding Epiſtle againſt Srephen? and 
ſo could not be eſteemed by St. 4»g»ſtin 1: | 
a moſt holy and charitable Biſhop, as: | 
St. Cyprian was; and that he condemn- 
ed Stephen for a Schiſmatique, as you 
grant and for an Heritique; and ſo. could . 
not be all the time of his errour in Ca- 
tholique Communion with Stephen, as - 
St. Cyprian was, (according to. St, Au- 
onſtin.) _ therefore you intend . 
this Identitie of their caſe in regard of 
their errour , onely in relation to their | 
words, yet ſting you put no other cauſe . | 
of the infringing the authority of them, 
(and in your former miſconceipt impoſe | 
upon your Reader, that we put no other 
alſo) ſave onely their being in the fame 
errour; your conftituting/them both in 
the ſame caſe, in regard of that errour, 
makes ſo much for you, that what ſoever 
Firmikian writ in relation to that errour, | 
will be of as great authority, as any 
thing that St. Cyprian writ in reference -| 
to-it : which were it true, would be 2 - 
great . advantage to. your. cauſe ,. and - 
might - 
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might prove as diſadvantagious to our 
cauſe, as it is contrary to our words. 
You ſay here, that favonring of Rebapti- 
zation was the onely thing alledged againſt 
the authority of the words of Firmilian , 
which tollows indeed from your miſcon- 
ceipt, but not from our words: For we 
affirm , that the being tranſported with 


paſſion and impetuofity , (which we call 


aliquid hamanum) was another and more 
immediatecauſe of infringing the autho- 
rity of his words , and therefore we fay, 
(having premiſed the mentioning of that 
his paſſionate writing) and iz this condi- 
tion, cc. which we refer as well to his 
Paſlion, as to his Error , (and you by an- 
other new Miſconceipt underſtand here 
as related to his ſole Errour) ſo that 
though with you and before you we con- 
ftituted that errour as a cauſe of diminiſh- 
ins the authority of his words, yet we - 
neither before you, nor with you ever af- 

firmed, that the ſaid errour was the total 

and onely. cauſe of infringing it. For it 


- is evident, that not onely errour in Do... 


Qrine, but immoderate Paſfion in ſpeak. 

ing or writing againſt ones adverſary, in- 

fringesthe authority of che words,which: 
| are-- 
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are ſo written or ſpoken. What you fur- 


ther ſay, that it. imported nothing to 
your cauſe, to. make them alike in. all 


things in relation to their errour, we an-- 


ſwer , that we have. already ſeen, how 
much you endeavoured to advantage 
your cauſe by it , yet. this would not (we 
ſuppoſe) induce you to aſſimilate them 
in matters, which you your ſelf, when 
you ſeriouſly ponder it, cannot judge but 


( 


improbable; as that Firmilian was leſſe - 
impe:uouſly carried towards his errour - 


- alt the time he ſtuck to it , then» was Str. 
Cyprian , becauſe he repented him of it, 


and revoked it ; and it is not certain, that - | 


ever St. Cyprian revoked his. For firſt, 


St, Cyprian was very ſhortly after the 
celebration of the Councel of Carthage, 


taken up to heaven by a moſt bleſſed and 
glorious Martyrdome, before this queſti- 
on of Rebaptization was throughly ven- 
tilated. For he celebrated that Councel 
Anno 258. and he ſuffered 4nyo 261. 
But F;rmilian lived many years after - for 
he was in the Councel of -Anrioch againſt 
Paulus Samoſatenns, Anno 266. accord- 


ing to Baronizs ; and ſo bad more time - 


to examine that queſtion, and to ſec _ x 
CnE- 
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the other Biſhops ſtood affected in re- 
gard of it. And ſeeing both thoſe of 
Africa and the Eaft diſcovered and ac- 
knowledged their errour , he alſo joyned 


#himſelf to them. It was not therefore 


that Firmiliax wasleſſe earneſt for a time 
in it, and haply longer then St. Cyprian, 
bur that he had more time and experi- 
ence about it, to diſcover the deceit of 
it, which had St. Cyprian had, (as Saint 
Auguſtin often pronounceth of him) 
who can doubt , but he would preſently 
have deſerted itz And ſecondly, is it 
not very poſſible, that one may be more 
earneſtly and paſſionately ſer upon a 
perſwaſion, for the time he adberesto it, 
though he after, upon better informati- 
on, deſert it, then another, who ftaies 
longer, or alwaies, in it, for want of the 
like infe-rmation?. - 

The next miſconceipt, which we lay 
to your charge is huling Firmilian al- 
wayes (even whileſt he held Rebapti- 
zation, writ ſo bitterly again!t Srephey, 
and remained for a time under excom- 
munication) a holy Biſhop. This net- 
withſtandirg.by all meansyou endeavour 


to make good, and ſecm to be not a 
little 
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little offended with us for aſſerting the 
contrary. And indeed had we invented 
our Accuſations againſt Firmilian, for the 
time he angered us by avowing, that unjuſt | 
ejection of others out of the Church, as ſuch," | 
z5 Schiſme , and that in caſe we ſhould 
not be able to defend very well this our 
accuſation , we ſhall have committed a 
criminall calamny againſt Firmil/iay, that 
our undertaken Opinion, Definition and Sen- 
rence may not be impeacht, which Firmilian 
ſo irreconcileably contradifts ;, as though | 
indeed nothing but ſpite andenvy againſt 
Firmilian, had moved us groundletly to | 
invent this our Accuſation againſt him : 
had we indeed done this, as you lay it to 
our charge , you might have deſervedly 
been offended with us. -But-truly we 
have reaſon to eſteem this cenfure wy 
hard, eſpecially iſſuing ge while 
you pretend to ſtand for charity , and 
when you can neither be ignorant your 
ſelves, nor ſuppoſe us to be, that the ver 
ſame Accuſations,which we frame apainſ 
Firmiliay, were preſſed againſt him, ma- 
ny a fair year, before any one could 
dream, you would urge an Argument 
from his words, by the moſt eminent 
Cardi- 
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Cardinils Baronins and Percy, Barn. 
Anno 258. Peron. lib. 1.c. 25. cont, reg. 
Zaceb. Tranſlat. Anglican. | 

You ſay, our Accufſation is unground- 
*d, both becauſe it is neither certain, that 
he was excommunicated by Stephen ; or 


 jf he were excommunicated, that he was 


faulty in reſiſting that excommunication, 
which ſeemed unto him unjuſt, asthe ex- 
communications of the Pope may be, 
and it appears not, that this was not un- 
juſt. To theſe two heads we anſwer, to 
the firſt, that your Argument drawnfrom 
Firmilsans words ſuppoſes thoſe: of the 
Eaſt to have been excommunicated by 
Stephen, and there is no reaſon to judge, 
that any were fo, if Firmzlian and thoſe 
of Cappadocia were not. For Stephen 
threatens, at leaſt by letters particularly 
direQed to them, to excommunicate them 
for that errour, Exſeb. 1b. 7.Hiſtor.c.4., 
This therefore we thought ſo clear even 
to you, that it needed no proving, and 
= becauſe you ſtand upon it , we ſhall 

ave occaſion to prove it more fully here- 
after. To the ſecond ,, we reply , that 
though it were ſuppoſed , that the Pope 


himſelf might excommunicate others un- 
juſtly, 
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juſtly, as certainly he may do Iz mate- 
ria fatts , yet there is no reaſon to think, 
that this Excommunication inflicted by 
Stephen was uujuft , both becauſe Saint 
Auguſtin (as we ſhall preſently ſee) af- 
firmes , that Stephen alwayes remained 
in Catholique Communion; and that he 
executed his Office i//ibatz; and that 
theſe excommunicated Biſhops were re- 
ceived again into favour by him , by the 
interceſlion of Diony/ius Alexandrinus 
for them , when they repented them of 
their errour, 

To your example of 7:or, and thoſe 
of the Eaſt, we ſay, Thar if any of them 
remained wilfully under that excommu- 
nication, they were not eſteemed holy 
Biſhops by Irene. 

To that of the :rizCapitala,we ſay,that 


it was no matter. of Faith, which was _ | 


there handled. that there appears no 
Sround to affirm , that YVigilizs excom- 
municated the | athers of that Councel 
for condemning the 77a Capitula , of 


thar'they fell into any excommunication * þ 


in condemning them, And laſtly, chat 
the fifch Councel, conſiſting almoſt of 
none but Eaſtern Biſhops, they not ex- 
pecting 


1 
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peRing thoſe of the Weſt. whick were to 
come to it, (as was agreed betwixt Yigi- 
lius and 7»uſtinianus) and being celebrated 
without and againſt the will of Yigs/ins, 
was then no lawfull ecumenical Councel, 
when it condemned the 77ia C apitzla. 
Your telling of us in the next Para- 
graph, what you think of the Popes Ex- 
communications, &c. as it was needleſs, 
becauſe we could ſufficiently gueſſe, that 
ſuch were your thoughts, without your 


| telling us; ſo was it uſeleſs to endeavor to 
| move us or any one without proof: onely 


you lay ſome grounds in it, which Presby- 


 terians and other SeRaries may lay hold 


of againſt you and your Biſhops; andin- 
deed every turbulent Noveliſt againſt ſuch 
asare in aQuall poſſeſſion, and that of 
many hundred years quietly continued, 


_ | of ſuperiority over them. 


We anſwer preſly co the ſubſtance. 


| That Firmilian firſk was excommunicated 
| by Pope Stephen ; which you fay, (and we 
| wonder you ſay ſo) we prove onely by the 


Tm © witneſſ: e of the words that aye found :3 EU- 


ſebius, /ib. 7. Hiſtor. cap. 4. For weafter 
affirm, that /ome for holding peremprorily 
that erraer (t0 wit , of Rebaptization) 

were 


[ 


| 


| 
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' ficiently proved by the words of Firmilian 
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were excommunicated by him , (Stephen) 
viz. thoſe of the Eaſt ; aud amongſt the reſt, 
as we have ſaid, Firmilian ; which i [uf- 


cited by you : for if none were excommu: 
nicated by Stephen, your Argument falls 
to the ground; which was to prove by 
the authority of Firmilian, that Stephen 
was a Sciſmatique, and cut off from the 
Church, by an unjuſt cutting off, abitain- 
ing, or -excommunicating others : and if 
any were excommunicated by him, it was 
thoſe of the Eaſt, (for thoſe of Africa 
were not) and if thoſe of the Eaſt, cer. 
tainly Firmilian; for all may be exempt- 
ed from it as well as he, andby his un. 
charitable and-contumelious expreſſions 
againſt Srephey, he ſeems to deſerve it in 
the firſt place, viz. in comparing him to 
7adas, ſaying, he was worſe then the very 
Heretiques themfelyes, taunting , and 


_ Alouting athim, exclaiming and railing | 


againſt him, 8c. . 


_——— — — 


ren cam. 


To the place of ZEx/eb:zs, firit, ſuppo- 
ſing that you muſt acknowledge , that 
thoſe of the Eaſt were excommunicated 
by Stephen, as your Argument requires, 
and that Firmilians words cited: by you 

ns 
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to that purpoſe, affirm itto be true, you 
muſt alſo acknowledge, that the words of 
Stephen here cited by Exſebins,'s towwpn'- 
cov, mult in effect ſignihe an excommu.. 


nication from a Superiour : and that Sre- 


phes by that expreſſion (which we ſhall 
more largely examine, if we come to 
treat the Popes ſupremacy) meant , that 
he, and with him the whole Catholique 
Church which adhered to him,would de- 
ny them their Communion , which in ef- 
fect is ,"to exclude them from Commu- 
nion with them , or to excommunicate 
them, 

Secondly., admitting (not granting) 
that thoſe words were a threat of excom- 
municating , and not an acuall excom- 
munication, .yet (as you know) ſuch a 
threat, by way of Canonical admonition, 
if the perſon threatned perſiſt in the cauſe- 
of that intimated excommunication , he 
effeRually incurs the cenſure, as thoſe of 
the Eaſt tid, by too peremptory a cont 
nuance in the Rebaptization of Here- 
tiques, in contempr and execration of the 
authority of Stephen and his See. 

Thirdly, ſuppoſing that ſome were ex- 
communicated by Stephen, (as you con- 

tend, 
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| | tend, and we grant) and that there are 
Ef no other words extant in Antiquity, 
|| written by Stephen , whereby he intli&ed 
that Excommunication upon them , ſave 
thoſe here related by- Exſebizs, (for 
where are any other 2 and that the rea. 
ſon given of thoſe words is not any thing 
furuce, but what was done before , and 
then actually -praQiſed; to wit, their 
rebaptizing Heretiques, it is neceſlary to 
ſay * that thoſe words 's 0:y avirwy 5 
mot communicating hereafter , ate a decla- 
ration ot his atuall will and reſolution, 
and not a thrcac for the future, onely, 
that from that time when he wrote that 
Epiſtle, he would communicate no more 
with them, but leave them as excommu- 
nicated perſons .For this '% #1204. 
go” , being in the Participle , ſignified 
more emphatically, that he would be 
thenceforth no more communicating, or a 
Communicatour with them , then if it 
had been expreſſed in the future tenſe of 
the verb. Laftly 5 that by this s 0/2. 
yi @v, is meant an AR of JuriſdiQion 
-of a ſnperiour to a ſubje&t, is here mani- 
feſt out of the words of Diony/ins Alex- 


&ndrinas, For ater he had recited thoſe 
words 
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words of Stephez , and named Firmilian, 
with many others, he addes, A4rque ut 
pro his omnibus Epiſcopts illums deprecarer, 
Epiſtolam ſcripſs : And I wrote an Epiſtle 
to him ( Stephen) fo adeprecate him , or 10 
crave pardon for all thoſe Biſhops : where 
he uſeth the word pros, which ſignities 
to ſupplicate out of the xeceſſity which 
one hath of the aid'of another, to whom 
he ſupplicates. Now ſuch a deprecation - 
for another could not be prudently made 
to Stephen , but as to a ſuperiour for a 
ſubje& For it muſt either be made as to 
a friend , orastoa judge and ſuperiour. 


| Now Dionyſius Alexandrin, could not 
| make this deprecation for thoſe Biſhops 


to Stephen as to a friend of them , for 
Stephen was highly offended with them 
for their oppoſition made and maintain- 


ed againſt him. Therefore it muſt have 
- been made asto a Judge and Superiour, 


who had power to pardon thoſe , whom 


| hehadpuniſhed. 


Now to ſhew.that the words 's #o:rovy'. 
owy ſpoken in Greek by Zuſebins,lignified 
in thoſe Primitive times as much as 70 


' excommunicate, (which you here deny) I 


will produce ſome inſtances, which for 
,« | the 
P: 
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the preſent may ſuffice to confirm that 
acception. It is manifeſt , that Yi&tor ex- 
communicated (evenas you have proved) 
the Eaſtern Biſhops for the obſervation 
of Eaſter with the Jews, and it is as cer- 
tain, that the Predeceſſours of Yitor (as 
St. Ireneus affirms) excommunicated 
them not. Now St. Irenaxs proves that 
they were retained in the Communion of 
the Church by thoſe former Popes , be- 
cauſe they ſent to them the moſt holy 
Euchariſt : whereby they ſignified , that 
they communicated with them. Whence 
may be rightly inferred , that to 'whom- 
foever the Ancient Biſhops of Reme refu- 
ſed to ſend the Euchariſt , which was the 
ſeal and (ignet of their Communion 
with others, , they refuſed them their 
Communion ; and thereby ſignified, that 
they were deprived of the Communion 
of the Catholique Church, orexcommu- 
nicated. Forif the ſending of the Eu- 
chariſt were a teſtimony of the Biſhop-of 
Romes Communion with others .: and the 
Communion of the Biſhop of Rowe with 


.others a certification -of their being in _ 


the Communion - of the Catholigue 
Church.;-the refuſing to ſead:it wasa!de- 
| | priving 


* 
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priving them of his Communion; and the 
depriving of his Communion an afſu- 
rance, that no Catholique Prelate was to 
communieate with them ; which is no- 
thing but Excommunication. Second- 
ly, the ſame truth is manifeſtly confirm- 
edby the examples following. Exlalins 
Biſhop of Syracs/a, diſſwading St. Fxl-. 
"eatius from going into Egypt ſayes, 
T he Countries, whither thou defireſt to 
travel, a perfidions diſſention hath ſepara- 
ted them from the Communion of bleſſed Pe- 
ter ; thoſe religions perſons, whoſe admira- 
ble abſtinence is celebrated, ſhould not have 
the Sacraments of the Altar common with 
thee, Where he thinks it unlawfull for 
Saint Falgentius (and the ſame is of 
all other Yatholiques) tro communicate 
with thoſe , who werg ſeparated from 
the Sea of Peter. Amnthor vite Fulgen- 
ti. And fohn Patriarch of Conſtanti- 
wople ,, We promiſe not torecite amongſt the 
ſacred Myſteries, the names of thoſe who 
are ſeparated from the Communion of the 
Catholique Church ; that us to ſay , whodo 
not fully conſent with the Sea Apoſtolique. 
Joan. Patriarch. Conſtantinop. Epiſt. ad 
Hormiſdam, Tom. 2, Concil, Cap. r. 
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Tit. 1. Libr,7. And eras alſo Patri- 
arch of Conſtantinople, we follow the Sea 
Apoſtolique , aud obey it ;, and communi- 
cate with thoſe that communicatetherewith, 
. and condemn thoſe that it condemneth,Con- 
ci]. Conſtantinop. /ub Mena. Aty4. 
And the Biſhops returning from Schilm, 
in St. Gregory the Great's time, ſubſcribed 
thus. 7. A. B. do promiſe, that 1 will ne-' 
wer return tothe Schiſme , from whence by 
the Grace and Mercy of our Redeemer I 
have been delivered , but that 1 will remain 
alwayes in the unity of the Catholique 
Church, and in the Communion of the Bi- 
ſvop of Rome. | Gregor. magn. libr, 10. 
Indi, 5. epiſt. 31. St. Hierome. ad 
Damaſum epiſt, 57. 7 am joyned with thy 
Bleſſeaneſs, that is to ſay, withThe Sea of 
Peter. JI know the ( harch is founded ap- 
en that reck, &c, Whoſoever eateth the 
Lamb ont of this houſe is profane. Anda 
jittle after. Jf any one be joyned to Peters 
(Chair, he 15 mine. Optat. Milevit. con- 
rra Parmenian. libr. 2. Ar Rome there 
hath. beenſetled to Peter the Epiſcopall 
Chazr ; in which there was ſet the firſt of 
all the Apcftles Peter, &c. to the end, that 
in this onely Chair the unity of all might 
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be preſerved. Anda little after. 7 the 
perſon of Syricius all the world communi- 
cates with #s , by the commerce of formed 
letters. Whence appears clearly , that 
to communicate with the Bi{t;op of Ree 
and with the Catholique Church were 
ancient Synrmima*s : and ſo by the rule 
of Contrar'es, not to communicate with 
him, was to be out of the Commnnion of 
the Catholique Church. 

And hence appears ſecondly , that the 
Excommunication of Stephen , ſuppoſed 
to have been inflicted upon Firmiliar 
was juſt and lawfull, For otherwiſe 
Lionyſ: Alexand, (a holy*and juſt 
Prelate) would not have craved pardon 
and favogr for them from Srephen, but 
have defended them, and condemned 
Stephen for having unjuſtly Excommu- 
nicated them. Whence followes, that 
whatſoever may be faid of the poſlibili- 
ty in the Pope to Excommunicate others 
unjuſtly, (which you preſs a little after, 
and thereby divert the queſtion to an- 
other new difficulty) yer this particular 


 Excemmunication of thoſe Eaſtern Bi- 


ſhops by Stephe, was not de fatto un- 
juſt : both becauſe Diony/izes Alexandri-- 
zu acknowledged the juſtice of ir, when 

RX 3 he: 
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he deprecated , or craved. pardon of 
Stephen for them; and becauſe the 
' whole ſway and Body of the Catholique 
Church , and the incomparable greater 
and chiefer number of Brſhoys (as Saint 
Anguſtin affirms, hereafter to be cited) 
remained conſtantly adhering to Srephey, 
and communicating with him, even 
after that Excommunication : which 
ſhews evidently, that they efteemed him 
no Schiſmatique. For they knew well 
enough it was unlawful} to commnnicate 
with Schiſmariques ; and conſequently 
(according to your Texer) that his Ex- 
communication was not unjuſt. | 
What. yon preſs alſo from thefe 
words «s *s)s', as likewiſe (4 you ſay) 
or rather as neither, that they muft have 
reference to the Biſhops of Africa, brings 
with it no neceſſary conſequence of re- 
terrjng them to the Biſhops of Africa, 
as you infer from them to prove them a 
threat onely. For Dinyſias Alexattari- 
us here both ſpeaks of the Herefie of 
Donatus, (or' Doyatianns , as Enſebins 
ſayes) being refuſed by thoſe Biſhops,and 
of thoſe , who rebaptized Heretiques, 
-Now it may' be, that Stephey excommu- 


nicated the one as well as the other : and: 
| > off 
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ſo «5 ſs" may be referred to them, thac 
as he excommunicated. ghe one for fol. 
lowing Donatianus, or Donatas, {0 he ex- 
communicated the other for rebaptizing 


" Heretiques: or if in that Epiſtle he ex- 


communicated onely thoſe who rebapti- 
zed, we anſwer, that he ſpeaks there of 
divers other diſtant Nations and Cities; 
as of Syria, Arabia, Anticch, &c. and 
the bordering Nations to them , as well. 
as thoſe of Cappadocia, (ilicia, and Ga- 
latia, co whom onely he wrote the Epi- 
ftle, ro which Biſhops, as being involved 
inthe ſameerrour , thoſe —_—_ fs uſt 
may be referred; - andſochave no neceſſa-- 

ry-relation.to thoſe of. Africa. 
And bamxealfoappears , why thoſe of 
the Eallffhgte rather to be thought ex- 
mumeated by Srephep , then thoſe of. 
Africa: becauſe ''in: this : cired Epiſtle 
there are words which fignifie an aCtuall 
Excommunication , as we: have ſhewed, 
and not-a bare threat of ir, when the - 
other were onely threatened. Second- 
ly, Firmilian ſignifies in his Epiſtle to St. 
Cyprian, that Stephen refuſed: their Le- 
gates, not onely'C ommunion, but lodg- 
ing, and as Firmilian laith, breaking peace 
RX 4 with. 
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with them. Thirdly , thoſe of the Eaſt 
pretended (as Firmlian affirms) not one- 
ly that Rebaptization was a truth drawn 
from Scriptures, &c. but that it was an 
Apoftolicall tradition , come'down from 
the very Apoſtles to them : and that the 
other of Srephex was a meer humane tra= 
dition. Fourthly, thoſe of the Eaſt long 
before had conduded Rebaptization in a 
Councell at 1coninum:. Fifthly , thoſe of 
the Eaſt de fa&o, did rebaptize, and had a 
commmon cuſftome to do ſo for many 
years : whereas thoſe of Africa of -St. 
Cyprians party did not bring-it into.com- 
mon practice before. the fourth: Coun+ 
cell of (arthageat leaſt, where it was 
_ more fully concluded : FEggySt. Cy- 
prian ſent the As of thyytecedent 
Councel to Stephen to have MYapprobas 
tion of them , and ſo would not.certain- 
ly determine any contrary practice: to 
what was accuſtomed before he received 
Stephens anſwer : No, nor then neither, 
(it being negative, and againſt thoſe de- 
crees,) till he had aſſembled another 
Councell, as he did. And even after 
that, I would gladly have ſome Teſtimo. 
ny in Antiquity, that thoſe Biſhops 

| © actually 
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actually. and commonly Rebaptized 
others : eſpecially the perſecution pre- 
ſently beginning again; and thoſe Bi- 
(hops not long after revoking their ſen- 
tences, and-conforming- themſelves to 
Stephen, as St. Hierome contr. Luciferias. 
witneſſes. Therefore. you rather ſup- 
poſe then prove, that they both were 


guilty alike of Rebaprization. - Sixthly, 


becauſe thoſe of Cappaarcia, and thereſt 
of the Eaſt, ſiding with Firmilian, ſtood 
in open defiance of Stephens Authority, 
as Firmilian the chief leader and of great- 
eſt authority among them did; and ſo 
defended*rhat Errour with pertinacy and 
obſtinacy for a-time ;. whil: {t- the peace- 
able St.Cyprian and the Biſhops of Afr:c.: 
under ws and lead by his example and. 
Do&rine, behaved themſelves with a Spi- 
rit of Unity , and deſired nothing-more 
then to live in Communion and Chriftian. 
correſpondence with Srephey , as appears 
by . St. Cyproans ſending the Decreesof-a: 
former Councel of Carthage: to Stephen, 
defiring his approbation-of them , and 
hoping to obtain it, and by St. Augaſtins 
Authority ( to-be-cited preſently) who- 
affirmes that Stephen and: St. Cyprian 

ES X 3, | . | ow 
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ved alwayes in peace and Unity- toge- 
y Wh; | | 

You fignifie more then once, that the 


teſtimony which you bring from Firmi- | 


lians words in contirmatian of your aſſer- 
tion and definition (ſuppoſing bis Au- 
thority, aud centinuall Catholique San-. 
City can be proved, which you endea- 
vour.) is. wholly unanſwerable , and- 
would have your hearers believe, that we 
hold it fo. Now we never yet determined, 
much leſſe confeſſed any. fuch matter , 

becauſe we thought it not worth the an- 
ſwering , as being ſpoken in paſſion and: 
errour.; 'and. fo eſteemed it rather to be 
rejeted or ſilenced , then examined or 
directly anſwered. Yet ſince you ſtick ſo. 
much upon it , we will afford a word of 
Anſwerto'it; and briefly ſhew, that it is 
not' ſo convincing. againſt- us, as you. 
imagine. Firmilian therefore-in that 
Epittle framed two main Accuſations. 
againſt Srephey, The one, that by par- 
ticipating ( as be thought) with. Here- 

tiques in Baptiſme , he himſelf feil into ]- 
the ſame ſtate with-Heretiques, which is. 

manifeſt by 'thoſe.. words, Num. 4. 
Guteros: gu que Heretices conflat Pravat 
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ſaw ſetas & inventiones perverſas, prot 
quiſque errore anitus eſt, poſtea induxiſſe ; 
quos omnes manifeſtum eſt a . ſemeripſis - 
damnatos eſſe, & ante diem judicii inexcu- 


* ſabilem ſententiam adverſus ſemetipſos 


dixiſſe : Quorum Baptiſma qui confirmat, 
quid alind, quam cum 1pſis ſe adjudicat, 
& ſeipſum participem talibus -faciendo, . 
condemnat, © It isevident, faith he, thar . 
«the reſt-of Heretiques introduced their 
< evill ſetsand perverſe opinions, ac- 
* cordingly as-each of them was ſeduced 
« by errour. All which, it is manifeſt, 
<« that they are condemned of themſelyes, 
* and have pronounced before the day 
* of Judgement an inexcuſable ſentence 
«againſt themſelves: whoſe Baptiſm who- 
<« ſoever confirmes, what does he, but ad- 


. judge himſelfwiththem,and condemns - 


< himſelf by making himſelf. partaker 
<with ſuch, And Nam. 20. Quando 
enim Baptiſmo Hereticorum communicas, 
uid alind quam devoragine & Cano to= 
rum bibs ? & tpſe Ecclefie ſanflificatione + 
prrgatus , alienarum ſordium tattibus ins - 
quinars ? © ©© For when thou-communi- 
« cateſt with the Baptiſme of Heretiques, , 
* whar doe thou bur drink of their gulf 
and... 
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S and mud? and thou having been pur-. 
< ged by the Lavacre, or waſhing, of the 
« Church , art defiled with the touch of 
& others wickednefſe?- Secondly, he ac 
cuſes him of breeding diſſentions and dif- 
cords in the Church , ſaying , Lites enim 
& diſſenſiones quantas paraſti per Eccle- 

as totins mund; 7 How many ftrifes, 
faith he, and contentions haft thou cauſed 
through the Churches of. the- whole 
world> And Nam. 25. Quid enim bu- 
milits aut lenius, quam cum tot Epiſcopes 
per totuns mundum diſſenſiſſe, pacem cum 
ſngults vario diſcordie genere rumpentem, 
&c. For what is there more humble and 
meek , faith he,in an Tronicall manner, 
then to diffent from ſo many Biſhops 
through the whole world, breaking with 
each one of them peace by different kinds 
_ of diſcord. Theſe two capitall accuſati- 
ons ſuppoſed he thunders againſt. Stephen 
thoſe words which you firſt cited., and 
wherein you placed the ſtrength of your 
argument,viz, Peccatam vero magnum ti- 
bi exaggera(ti, quando te a tit gregibiis [Ci« 
aiſfti: exſcidiſii.enim teipſum;noli te fallere. 
S1quidem ile eft vere Schiſmaticas, qui ſe 
« Cammunione. Eccleſiaſtice munitatis Apo= 
#t AFADS: 
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« fatam fecit. Thou haſt committed a 
« great fin, when thou didſt cut thy ſelf 
<* off from 10 many flocks. For,deceive not 
« thy ſelf, thau haſt cut thy ſelf off, For 
«* heis truly a Schiſmartique , who hath 
* made himſelf an Apoſtace from the 
«© Communion of the: Eccleſiaſticall 
« Unity. 
- Now who ſees not, that all theſe words 
may be applied to the firlt accuſation, 
viz. that he cut himſelf off from the Ec- 
cleſiaſticall Unity, by uniting and defiling 
himſelfe in his Communion with Here. 
_ tiques, in approving their Baptiſme? And 
tf this can be fo applied (and we deſire to 
know the reaſon , why it cannot,) the 
whole force of your A_— is CVACuU- 
ated: which you placed in theſe words, 
viz. Dum enim putas omnes a te abſtine- 
re poſſe, ſolitm te ab omnibus abſtinuiſts, 
< For whileſt thou thinkeft, that thou art 
* able to abſtain, or excommunicate all 
« from thee, thou:haſt onely abſtained 
< thy ſelf from all, are as applyable tothe 
firſt accuſation, as the former. For here 
he faith not, (as you make him fay. to 
ſpeak for you) Abſtinenao omnes , teipſuns 
ak. omnibus abſtinuiſti ,, by abſtaining (that 
1s. 
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is,excommunicating) all, thou haſt abſtai- 
ned-thy ſelf fromall; which would have - 
beena cauſall, and made for you: but 
Dum enim putas omnes a te abſtinere paſſe, 
&c. Whileſt thou thinkeFt thou art able + 
ro abſtain all fromthee by Excommunica- 
tion, thou abſtaineſt thy ſelf from all, to 
wit, by participating with Heretiques in 
the approbation of their Baptiſme ;, where. 
as Firmilian had ſaid before , Srephes 
had put himſelf inthe ſame ſtate and con- - 
dition with them , and thereby cut him- 
ſelf off from the Church. Seeing there. 
fore Firmilsan ſaith not exprelly, that by 
acuall Excommunication of others , he 
ſeparated himſelf from the Church , but 
whiles he thought he was able to abſtain 
ethers, he abſtained himſelf, and faith ex- 
preſly , chat by approving the Baptiſme - 
of Heretiques, he became a condemner of 
himſelf, which is. proper to. Heretiques, 
as both St.. Pax! and Firmilian fay , and 
ſo ſeparated himieclf from the Church, as 
all Heretiques do, it is not onely not ne- 
ceffary to apply theſe words to his actual . 
excommunicating unjuſtly (as you ſup--. 
poſe) others; but much more connatu- 
rally. and.necefſaritly ro his approving 
Heretiques - 
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Heretiques Baptiſm , whereby he Expreſly 
affirmed, he was ſeparated with them in 
participating with them : which ſolution 
either convinces your Argument of nulli- 
ty, or at leaſt abates its force, and quelti- 
ons its probability ; and fo- ſhews1t not 
to be (even confeſſedly by us , as you un- 
croundedly ſay) ſo unanſwerable as you 
eſteem it, . To omit, that though it. 
could be (which we deny) evidently col- 
lefed hence, that Firms/ian was of opi- 
nion, that by unjuſt excommunication of 
others, one cameto ſeparate themſelves 
from the Church, yet this would. be, in 
your opinion, from the company of the 
lively members of Chriſt onely which is not. 
the viſible Chorch. And if it were under- 
ſtood of the vifible Church , as Firmilian 
underſtands it, yet it would be, onely cau- 
ſally , or efficiently , and not. formally ; 
which you were to have proved from it : 
feeing-you broughtit to overtlirow our 
difinition of Schiſme , which muſt be un- 
derſtood to ſpeak of Schiſme. formally, 
or inits_. intrinſecall notion and nature. 
For Firmilian puts the formall Nation, 
or Quiddity of Schiſme, in the: equiva 
tent termes of our Definition, in the next . 

Pre. 
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precedent words, viz. Ile eft vere Schiſ- 
maticus, qui ſe a Communione Eccl:fiaſti> 
ce unitatis Apeſtatam fecit, © Heis tru- 
«ly a Schiſmarique, who hath made him- 
« {elf an Apoſtate from the Eccleſiafticall 
© Unity, 

. Hence you proceed toa vindication of 
Firmilian,by arepetition ſomething more 
large, then.what you. ſaid before , which 
we eſteem already anſwered in ſubſtance. 
Secondly , you charge us very heavily 
with a great want of charity, for ſaying, 
that Firmilian was no holy Biſhop , whileſt 
he ſtood for ſome time obſtinately under 
the Excommunication of Srephey, which 
we have proved to be true; and ſo not 
contrary to charity. But had you conſt- 
dered how ſparingly we ſpake of. Firmi- 
lian, tothat which the grave Authour 
' Baronigs faith of him, you.would rather 
have judged that we ſpake charitably, 
then uncharitably of him. For (ſeeing 
you compell us'to ſay more then we are 
— Baronins Anno 198. num. 1, 2, 
. 3. faith, That beſide his Excommunicati- 
on and itanding out againſt $r-phex , he 
was a Schiſmatique and an Heretique ; 
 andprovesit from the words of bis own 
AE AR IOITY Epiltle- 


"a 
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Epiſtle to St. Cyprian Epiſt. 75. wherein 


| heaccuſes the Roman Church of errour, 


for. celebrating Eaſter at another time, 
then thoſe of the Eaſt and. Hieruſalem, 
thatis, haply then thoſe of the Jews, did, 


- which was not thendefended but by the 


Qxarto decimani, who as Baronins affirms, . 
Anno 198; cited, were then held Schima- 
tiques and Hecetiques;, becauſe the Coun- 
cels gathered through the whole Church 
had defined againſt them, and it begunto 
be very dangerous, becauſe the Montaniſts 
taughc their obſervation to be neceſſary, 
condeming that of. Rome, and the reſt of 
the | Church, as bere Firmiliarn does; 
and becauſe Blaſtus a Roman Prieſt, uns» 

der thecloak bf that praRtice, laboured 
covertly to bring in Judaiſme. See Pacs- 
an. Epiſt. ad Sempron. Euſeh. lib. 5. Hiſt. 
cap. 22. Zoxom. lib; 7. caps 18. T ertul. de 
Praſcript. cap.'53. Emuſeb-lib, 5. Hiſftor, 
cap. 19. To, avoid all theſe eminent dan- 
ers, Pope YVidtor excommunicated all 
thoſe Aſian obſervers of Eafter , andthe 
Councel of Nice confirmed his ſentence 


| by condemning them as Heretiques. Your 


cha{lenge therefore to prove, that any 


ancient Author ſpeaks ill of Firmilian in 
any 
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any thing (excepting onely his errour of 
 Rebaptization) was unneceſſary: for he 
ſpeaks iHenought in this other particular 
of himſelf. But all this whike , we have 
juſt reaſon to-wonder , that you lie fo 
heavy upon us, 'for denying for a time 
the ſanctity of Firmilian, when you your 
ſelves charge Pope Stephen, ' not onely of 
the loſfe of Holineffſe, but of the capitall 
crime of Schiſme , (which how horridly 
oreat it 1s, Dr. Hammond hath already 
told you) and that onely upon the ſole 
atenfativner his profeſſed enemy, (whi- 
leſt he was inerror andin paſſion againſt 
him) contrary'to the Characters made of 
. him by Vincent Lerinenſis, St. Aupyſtin, 
and the veryDonatilts themſelves, as we 

ſhall preſently declare. 02. 
Vincentius —_— therefore not only 
commends him, and that very highly ,' in 
the whole carriage of this bufineffe; as we 
have. ſaid; but gives him the title of 
Santtns, Holy Stephen. St. Auguſtin lib, 
* 5. cont, Donatiſt. cap. 25. excuſes him 
_y from Schiſme' with St. Cypri-n , 
where ſpeaking of them both, though of 
contrary opinions he ſaith thus: Yicie 
tamen pax Chriſti in cordibus eorum, ut in 
tals 
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tali diſceptatione nalluns inet malan (chiſ- 
matis oriretar. © Yet the peace of Chriſt 
« overcame, ſaith he,in their hearts , that 
*'in ſuch a difference and contrariety of 
© oPinions , no evil of Schifme roſe be- 
**twixt them.But the peace of Chriſt could 
not have gat the victory in the heart of 
Stephen , if he had fallen into Schiſme, 
which is directly - oppoſite to Chriſtian 
peace, unity, and charity. Therefore St. 
Anguſtis thought thar he fell not into 
Schifme at all, though in the fame place 
he fay , that Srephen judged thoſe Reba- 
ptizers to be excommunicated. And that 
ic may appear, that he ſpeaks not onely 
of the perſon of St. Cyprian, with whom 
( by reaſon he never excommunicated 
him) Stephen had no Schiſme, St. Au- 
ouftin lib. de Baptiſme cont. Petil. cap.14. 
explicates himſelf in theſe words, ſpeak- 
ing of them both, Mxlti cam 5pſo ( Ste- 
phano) quidamr cam iſto (Cyptiano) etians 
[entiebant, utrique cum tis in unitate conſt - 

ftentes, Where he extends this unity, or 
negation of Schiſme, both to them , and 
thoſe who adhered to them ; and as ap- 
pears by his enſuing words, he proves 


from this, that thelihole Church was in 
= union, 


” 
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union, that is, free from Schiſme , not- 
withſtanding theſe differences in Srephers 
and St, Cyprians time.” The Donatiſts 
alſo acknowledged Srephen not onely to 
be a good man, but ſo worthy a Pope, 
thac he adminiftred the charge of his 
Popedorn without blame, or moſt juſtly 
and carefully. This is witneſſed by St, 
Auguſtin contr. Petilian. cap, 14. cited. 
Sed wolo , ſolvat mihi iſke ( Periliannus ) 
queſtionem , quanioquidem cum Romane 
Eccleſia per orainem commemnoraret Epiſ- 


Copos , inter eos commenoravit & Stepha-. 


mum , quos Epiſcopatum illibate -geſſiſſe 
confeſſus eſt, &c. ** But I would have, 
** ſaith St. Auguſtin, this man ( Petilian) 
© to anſwer me a queſtion ; ſeeing that 
&« he, when he reckoned up inorder the 
<*« Biſhops of the Roman Church, whom 
* he confeſſed to have adminiſtred their 
** Biſhops office z/ibarte , without blame 
*© or blemiſh, amongſt them he reckons 
*« alſo. Stephen. Which had not been true, 


had he ſo unjuſtly behaved himſelf in it, - 


that he had becomea. Schiſmarique., as 
you accuſe him, 


Belide, not onely in the Roman , bur 


alſo (which is veryggee in the weſtern 
Martyrs) 


au aw fe = 
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Martyrs) in the Grecian Calendar , his 
day is put, and celebrated amongſt them 
for a Bleſſed Martyr: and ſeeing it is no 
where recorded, that S:ephex ever revo- 
ked his cenſure of Excommunication, 
till the excommunicated revoked their 
errour, and craved reconciliation , it is 
manifeſt , that he never acknowledged 
himſelf to have done ill inic ; and they 
acknowledged that he did well by ſubmit- 
ing themſelves. It will by this, I hope 
appear , which of us two had the moſt 


| reaſon, and the leaſt charity, in our char. 


ges made by us againſt Firmilian , and by 
you againlt Srephep. | 


* Theſe words follow thoſe p. 444. viz. 
That you can alledge. 1zmeatately 
before C. 6. | 

Theſe Lines which next follow, are ſpent 
ina /ole repetition of what had been 
ſaid,and cited before,and we anſwered. 

E $9 


Concerning Firmilian, firſt, hear we what 
his enemies yield him. See Baronius ad An- 
num 258. Num. 47. DoRrins & ſani- 
tudine morum nulli prope modum illo- , 
rum temporum videbatur efle ſecundus - 

Eum 
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Eum Grzci colunt ac venerantur ; cujus 
 natalem diem perinde ac aliorum Santo- 
rum in:Menologio con{ignatum, anniver- 
fari4 memoria celebrant. That he ſeemed 
robe ſecond to none almoſt of that Age 11 
learning and holineſs of manners ; and that 
the Greeks do venerate and reverence him, 
keeping his Anniverſary day, as of other 
Saints. | 

See alſo what Pamelius /ayes of him, 
pag. 242.4 St. Cyprians Edition. 

See next (and rather) what St. Baſil 
the Great ſaith of him, lib. de Spiritu 
Sano, cap. 29, Teviny x, gipurntaro mw 
nuilego waplugsm Thv Tisw 61 2.9908 Bs aTe - 
AITEV. nome ty Kamnad0tgi Ss rw Afyopes 
£yx0ptos ; & hunc cum aliis ſtatim appel- 
lat drSpas vas's Ts EhKAHTILS NY TAIH 
voce 1 Sud pe mi natT@ Suanyeniis.... 

That chis ſame faith { /a:th Sr. Baſil zhe 
Great ) was 1n our Firmilian , his Homi- 
lies, which he hath left bebindehim, doe 
ceſtifie....... and we of Cappadocia ( where 
St. Balil ſucceeded him in his Archbiſboprick, 
of Ceſarea) do ſo ſpeak of Firmilian, by | 
a Tradition left ever ſince his time here 
inthis place and countrey...... and then 


Preſently he-records him, amongſt thoſe men, 
which 
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which were, |({@&th he) Pillars 'of the 
Church, illuſtrious in all knowledge, and 


_ inall powerof the Spirit. 


What the Eaſtern Biſhops his contempo- 
raries,' as well as Conntrey-men, who beſt 


knew him, ſay of him in Euſebius, lib. 7. 


Cap. A. alias 23, 24. conſeder we now, All 


the Biſhops of the Catholique Conneel of 
Antioch gathered together to the condemna= 
tion of Paulus Samoſatenus that. Arch- 
Heretique ; ov xpoIndionggraziguy Cowy 
£710z070y ouvods , there being gathered 
together a Synod of a very great number 
of Biſhops, they thus write ty their Sync- 
dical Epiſtle to Dionylius Biſhop of Rome, 
and to Maximus Biſhop of Alexandria, two 
Patriarchs abſent. 

We ſent alſo by Letter, and intreated 
many Biſhops of them that live faroff 
from Antioch , to have come to the cu- 
ring of thisdeadly-Do@trine , :by :name, 
Dionyſins from Alex andrin,and Firmilia- 
us from Cappadoce, T3s jparypiTas: blel- 
ſed 'men., of happy memory. (as jour 
Biſhop: Chriftopherſon renders iir) of ot” 
Siguueatares , &f.; This is that Firmilian 


9 they,) who had before.come:twice 
it 


her , and condemned-the innovated 
Docrines 


rt mm ——_— 
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Do&Etrines brought in by him, ( Paulns 
Samoſatenus ):as we know, and do teſtifie, 
that then were preſent , and many others 
know : And when Panlzs promiſed that 
he would be another man , Firmilian be- 
lieving and hoping ſo , diſmiſt the matter 
without any reviling, or contumely put 
upon Pazlzs for it........ The ſame Firmi- 
{ianns was now1in coming unto us to Az- 
tioch, as who had had expetience of his 
wicked Hereſge ; that denies God , and 
was comeas faras Tar/#s , but while we 
were afſembled, and called, and waited 
till he came , he died in his journey at 
Tarſus. Euſebins himſelf. libro. 7. cap. 

28, 


Inter Epiſcopos Synodi Antiochene, - 


% weAica Siiaeeroy Piprntay3s win Tis Kam: 
Tal0xur xownpshas walgkomoo nv, o; vuvT, 
8. To'roy Þ8 parica inipariis 34s jour. 
Amongſt the Biſhops of the Synod of 
Antioch , thoſe which were moſt illuſtrij- 
ous, were Firmlianm#s Biſhop of Ceſarea, 
of Cappadocia,and Helenas : and of thoſe 
Biſhops'theſe were the moſt renowned. © 
1n the Greth Leiturgie uſed unto this 
day in their Publique: Service of God, 
Brfaiov 78 *OrTICpiu! wir@r , Ofhtob. 28. 
On 


7; WE ES I OT TOS: 
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Qn that day we remember , v4 G%gis -2- 
T00%5 FEY, PIOpurAtavy , Our holy Father 
Firmilianus Biſhop of Ceſarea, and Mel- 
chion , &c. which pulled down P2xlns 
Samoſatenns. 


3 as ft WD Eo , 
"Etpiytheas IFynTHKETIV 6 enmns THY 
.  S1pviMands x) Guy dura Miaxiaor. 


Peaceably do reſt the Children of peace, 
Firmilian, and with him 71elchicy. 


Thus the Greek Service-Book, Now 
although you grant Firmilian dyed a Ca- 
tholique Biſhop, yet ſince you are not able 
to bring any thing to aiſparage him , from 


|. any but from your ſelves,or your ownparty, 
men of yeſteraay, as it were angry with 


him, for telling Pope Stephen hzs fault , 


\ wet from any Antiquity , that once deny 


him (as you are bold to do) to have been 
ftill a holy Catholique Biſhop , during the 
while he continued in his Errour, any more . 
then Cyprian , to have continued a hey 
Catholrque Biſhop ſtill, while he continued 
no leſſe in the ſelf-ſame Errour. Antiquity 


| therefore by us produced muſt be heard, 
ſpeaking of him all good and honourable 
Y 


things, 
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things , and noevil at all, or errour ugt 
common to him with the fil holy Catho- 
lique Biſhop Cyprian. Therefore , as no 
Catholique aares rejeft St. Cyprians Au- 
thority concerning the Biſhop of Romes 
power , or hs judgement, what was 


Schiſme (though ſpoken then : ) no more 
may ye rejett Firmilians. 


+ 


SECT: 
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againſt our Adverſaries. 
Cs. 7. 


Ourthly, you miſconceive the words - 
4 of St. Cypriai, which we compare 
with thoſe of Firmilian. Forthey were 
not thoſe words which you cite, ſpoken 
by St {yprian in the Councell of Car- 
thage, (wherein nothing at all is ſpoken 


againſt Srephey, as we ſhall ſhew preſent- 


iy) but the words which he wrote expreſ. 
ly againſt him in one of his Epiſtles, And 
this to be our meaning is evident, be- 
cauſe we ſay, they were thoſe words, 
whereof St. Anguſtin ſayes, that St. C 


\iprian paticbatur aliquid hamani in the 
writings of them : which are not thoſe 


words ſpoken by St. Cyprian in the Coun. 
cell: for St. Auguſtin, as you cite him, 
and that truly, allowed of them, and 


commended :thenz , but thoſe which he 


wrote againſt Srephen in his Epiſtle, at 


which St Aguſtin was fo much offend- 
E X 2 ed, 
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ed.and did fo much diſlike of them, that 
he ſaith, /ibr. 5. contr. Dunatiſt. cap 25. 
T he things which Cyprian ſpread in anger 
againft Stephen , 1 will not let them 'paſſe 
under my pen. SkE. 469 Palin: 

. P. 8. 

The next My conceipt objefted to us 15, 
touchias whaz words of $t. Cyprian you 
then intended ro compare with thoſe of Fit- 
milian : which, fnce then you named nt, 
y0u-may now ſay what. you pleaſe, and ſo 
eſcape confuting : onely this much we ſhall 
ſay, that whereas you even then profeſſed to 
compare with the words of Firmilian , the + 
like words of St. Cyprian againſt the ſame 
Stephen, while he ' (1. e. Sr, Cyprian) fa- 
wonred the ſame errour of Rebaptization, 
we are ſure;the words. of St, Cyprian, 
mich were by #5 Cited, and as you acknow> 
ledge,” by $r Auguſtin commended, are as 
like: words, and more like to Firmilians 
words,and ſpoken againſt the ſame Stephen, 
and whileſt he favoared the ſame errour of 
Rebaptization, #5 are thoſe words , which 
ou now. relate unto. And although to 
prevent this probable underſtandin 18 of your 
ſenſe then, you are now pleaſed to ſay, that 
the words of St. Cypriag b 2) Ws cited ,, were 

| nothing 


dh, oo Fi. A 2. Eb. don . \ Ai ew 


_— 
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wothing at all ſpcken againſt Stephen'y aud 
rhat jou promiſe to ſhew preſently; ſo pres 
fently at you. ſpall come to ſhew it, we will 
flew the contrary, and prove they -were ſpo- 
ken againſt. Stephen : and then if this we 
prove; yeu who ackrowltdge theſe words. by 
«cited out of Cyprian-in the Councell of 


| Catthage, 7 baye been commended by St. 


Auguſtin,” muſt acknowledge, that the 
words (and thoſe we will: ſhew ts be like 
words unto Firmilians) [poken by Sr. Cy- 
prian againFt Stephen, were commended by 


_ $t. Auguſtin,” Aud as to thoſe very words 


of St, Cyprian, whichyou ackuowledge. he 


wrote againſ} Stephen in his Epiſtle where- 


as you [a), that St. Auguſtin was {o much 


offended at them , and did ſo. mach. diſlike + 
them, that: he ſaith,ltbr. 5; contr.” Dong- 


rift, cap. a5», The, things, which Cypriqs- 


ſpread in-angeragainlt Srephey, 1 willnot 


lec them. paſs under. my pen; ( Soy: trax- 
ſlate St. Augiuſtins' words, that you may 
transfer the blame:: ) we. now. ſhail ſarw, 
this your Tranſlation injurious to St, Au- 
$40, nd ds PER (4 before » you 
ape been injarious ta Firmilian.) St, Au- 
Suſtins words 1x that place cited by you are 
theſe. Jamilla, que in Stephanum. irrita- 
_ | » 38. tus 


#- , 
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tus effudit (Cyprianns) retratare nolo: - 
quia & non opus eſt, eadem-quippe ipſa 
dicuntur, quz jam ſatis diſcuſſa ſunt. 
Which you will now acknowleage ( we 
believe ) to be rightly rendered thus ; Now 
thoſe things which Cyprian being provo- 
ked, ſpread (sf you will). againſt ' Srephen, 
F will not handle again , foraſtnuch 2s 
the ſamethings are therein ſaid ;- which 
have been already diſcuſſed. Whar Sr. 
Auguſtin /aith, irritatus, Cyprian being 
provoked, (caſfting-rhe blame nyon the pro- 
vocation given by Stephen) you #44. Cy- 
prian in anger (#aming Cyprians A 
0; ) And what St. Auguſtin ſaith ,'Re- 
traRtare nolo, quippe jam diſcuſſa ; I will 
not handle again, as which have been al- 
ready diſcuſſed. To read; 1 will not let 
'them paſſe under my pen; putting: St. Au- 
puſtin, according to your-own paſſion, into « 
fit of indignation againſt Cyprians words, 
s thoſe words, RetraQtare nolo,which may 
well deſerve your own . REY 


Your fourth Mifconceipt, in'thevrords 
of St. Cyprian mentioned by"ns, Yon 
cannot avoid. - For we determined in our 
firſt relation of them, (as appears in our 

an- 


” V's FS Wy Us. - 


— 
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anſwer) that they were thoſe, in which 
Se. Auguſtin affirms, St. Cyprian ſhewed 
ſome humane frailty of immiuderate vehe= 
mency , and not thoſe which he com- 
mends 70 be fall of peace and charity which. 
you cite, Now this Miſconceipt touches 
not the matter , or meaning of thote 
words cited by you , whether they were 
meant of Srephey or no; but whether 
they were the words, whereof St. Augy- 
ſtin affirms. that St C 'yprian did ſuffer ali- 
guid hamani, which we onely pointed 
at , (as appears by our words) and 
which it is evident they are not, An- 
ſwer, we pray you, preſly to this. | 
Concerning the won , Which we cite 
in Engliſh out of St. Agrſti», pro- 
nounced upon thoſe things, which Saint 
Cyprian writ againſt Srephen in his E- 
piſtle to Pompeires , The things which Cy- 
prian fpread in anger aganft Stephen, 
T will not let them paſs under my* pen |, 
lib. 5. contra Donatiſt. cap. 25. Becauſe 
we ſay, that St. 4ugyſtin was ſo much 
offended at them, and diſliked them, that 


-he paſſed this cenſure, thus expreſſed by 


us of them, you paſs this cenſure upon us, 
viz. That we ſo tranſlate Sr. Auguſtins 
words , that we may transfer the blame; 

Y: &.. and 
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and that you will ſhew Thif our tranſlation 
to be injurious to Sr. Auguſtin and St. Cy- 
prian , as before we have-been injurious to 
Firmilan. A hard cenſure ! which im- 
peaches not onely-our credit and finceri- 
ty in citing and tranſlating Authours, 
but queſtions that of the moſt eminent 
and moſt learned Cardinall Perez, and 
- his - Tranſlation, into Englhſh. And 
therefore not 1d much for our own , as 
for the juſt defence of his unblemiſh*c 
credit, we are put upon a neceſlity of 
vindicating our Tranſlation from every, 
the leaſt ſhadow qr - appearance of de. ' 
ſerving ſo; harſh and. raſh- a - cenſure. 
Firſt therefore, that it may undeniably | 
appear, that this Engliſh Tranſlation of 
St. Auguſtins words was not invented 
and framed, much Jeſſe of ſer purpoſe 
coyned {as you ſeem to inſinuate) and 
advantageouſly couched by us, it 15 the 
very ſame word for word which we 
found made to our hands, in the Engliſh 
Tranſlation of Peren, asany one may 1-e, 
who ſhall pleaſe to - peruſe the place. 
Now for the. Tranſlation-ir ſelf. - The + 
words of St. Augyſiin in Latine are theſe, 
7am illa, que in Stephanum irritatus ef- 
tudit, (Cyprianus) retraftaremlo,quia 0 


MA 


i 


—- 


CY 
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- ox opus oft ; tadem quippe .ipſa dicuntnr, . 


que jam ſatu diſcuſs ſuyt ; & eaprete- 
tire melins eft-; que. periculum pernicieſs 
al, enſion:s habuerunt. The Engliſh tranf- 
lation of the firſt words of this . Latine 
ſentence given by us, was this;. 7 he 
things which Cyptian ſpread in anger 
againſt Stephen, 1 will not let them paſſe 
mnderny pen. - You argue our Tranſlati- 
on of difſonancy from St. Augnſtins la- 
tine words, thus ; What $:. Auguſtin ſaith 
irritatus, Cyprian heing provoked, ( cafting 
the blame upon the provocation given by 
Stephen) yo# read Cyprian in auger, bly- 
ming Cyprians paſſion; and what St. Au- 
Suftin ſairh, Retrattare nolo , quippe jam 
aiſcuſſa ;, I will not handle again , as which 
kave been already diſcuſſed. You read, 7 
will not let them paſſe under my pen , put=- 
ting St, Auguſtin, according. to your own 
paſſion into a fit of indignation againſt St. 
Cyprians words, in thoſe words, retractare 
nolo, which may well deſerve your own re- 
traftation, Thus you. But.we ſhall pre- 
ſenrly ſee, which of ns deſerves toretrat 
the tranſlation and citation of- St. Argu- 
ſtins words, you or. we. . Concerning the: 


word. irriratus,, according to Calepin, 


Y $ - Thomas: 


| Ti. bh ' JD ) - IT 
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T homas T homaſins, Rider, Cooper, and 
Terence, it ſignifies as well ratzs, angry, 
kindled to wrath, netted, tired up to an-. 
ger, moved to wrath, and the like, as ſim-. 
ply provoked. What injury then 1s it, ei- 
. ther to St. Angaſiin, or'St. Cyprian to. 
tranſlate it zz anger, that is, being moved 
toanger, Or being angry. Now ſeeing irr4- 
zarus is here joyned to eff undo. ( fuk ) 
which, fayes Calepin, ſignifies wt 6 
Bo, and others, a_powring or unmeaſure- 
ably, eſpecially being applied to words 
ſpoken, or written againſt another, whom 
weapprehend to have offended us. and 
being followed preſently with this. ſen- 
tence in the ſame place of St. Angſtin, 
Duamvs commeotizs, tamen fraterne in- 
dignabatur ; where commorius fignities. 
troubledly, or ſomething too vehemently . 
comming from commeveo', which accord-. 
ing.to Calepin [ignites pertarbo , to trou- 
ble, or. vex another, andapplied fo rhe 
word :naigncr Gindignabatur ) which Ca- 
lepin renders-iraſcor., moleſte fero , Tam 
angry, or moſefted.. being-we ſay , joyn- 
ed to theſe words and entences, muſt 
ſignihe hefe in anger, Or angry. | 0 
Concerhing theother words, 70t7af7a-. 
| 72 
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re nolo, { will not, ſay we , let paſs under 
my pen, to know groundedly, which is. 
the right fignification of theſe words in 
this place, we mult conſider, that St. A- 
£+ſtin in this fifth Book againſt the Do- 
natifts, examines certain chief paſſages in 
the Epiſtles of St {prin touching re- 
baptization, and was treating , when he- 
wrote theſe words, his Epiſtle to Pompei- 
#s ; wherein St, Cyprian utters ſome - 
words againſt $rephex. So that this fifeh 
Book was a rerratating, or rehearſing of 
St. Cyprians Epiſtles, as appears by his - 
. running over the chief paſſages of them 
one after another, So that rerraftare 
here had no relation.to any thing, which . 
St. Augnſtin had treated before , but to + 
the Epiftles-of St. Cyprian ; -of which he - 
framed a tra&,or rehearſall in this book , 
which he calls in other places pertrafare : 
inſomuch, that rerra#are is here as much 
as t0 treat again.or to handle anew the pal-.. 
ſages of St. Cyprians Epiſtles , which is - 
as we tranſlate it, zo /cr the words of St. 
Cyprians Epiſtles paſ5 wnder his pen by a 
new examinationof them. - When there: . 
fore he ſayes retrafare nolo , it is as much 
asto ſay , 1 will not take. any particular 

| notice - 
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notice of them, or make any particular: 


reflexion upon them, by ſetting theſe 


words down verbatim, asI have done in 
the other paſſages" of this Epiſtle :: ard 


therefore of thoſe other paſſages , which. 


he bad already diſcuſſed, he ſayes here, 
Eadem quippe ipſa dicantur, tor thoſe 
very things themſelves. are rehearſed, 
that is, as they ſtand in St.Cypriazs Epi- 
He word for word. Whereby is cleared 
the truth and propriety of our tranſlati- 
on. | As-touching. the next following: 
words, Qia & nec eps eft, eadem quippe 
:pſa dicuntur, que jaw ſatss diſcuſſa ſunt, 


(where you £0 no further in the ſen+. 


rence) that they may be confonant to 
the former and ſubſequent words., they 
are to be thus tranſlated, Becauſe neirhen 
#5 3t meeafull , for thoſe very things them-= 
{elves, which are already diſcuſſed ,. dicun- 
tar, are mentioned, that is , cited verbating 
by me (St. Asgnſtin) as they ſtandin vt; 
Cyprians Epiſtles. Et ea preteriremelins 


eft , que periculum pernicieſe 'diſſenſionts 


babuernnt, ana it is better to paſs by thiſe 
things (thatis without citing them ver- 
batim ) which contained the danger of þ-per+ 
nicious di{ſerſron., Thus /the whole Jen- 
tente- 
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tence of St. Aguſtin will have:a moſk 
full and congruous ſenſe, viz. Thethings 
which he (.5t. Cyprian) ſpread, or vent- 
ed effuſedly in anger,,. ar, being:ingenſed 
againſt Stephen, I, will not treat. .or -let 
paſſe -under my pen :. becauſe it is not 
needfull, ' For thoſe, very things: them- 
ſelves, which are already diſcuſſed , are, 
or may befitly mentioned, or rehearſe 
verbatim out of *t.{"yproan,and.it is better 
to: paſſe by thoſe. (i; e.. not citing the pre- 
ciſe words.) which conteized the danger, of 
 APernicicus diſſeuſion. Now we appeal to 
the judicious Auditors, whether this and 
our former tranſlation, .is .not free from 
either inſincerity ,,-.or impropriety., , or 
diſſonancy trom St.- Auguſtivs words and 
meaning. And thus. we come to your 
cicationand tranſlation of St. Angyſtiys 
words. You cite them, thus. 7am 4lla 
que in Stephanumirritatns effadit (CyPptris 
anus) retzxaFfare nolo, quia: non opus eſt: 
eadem quippeipſa dicuntur, que jam ſatis 
diſcwſſa ſant,. and there youſtop. And 
then you tranſlate them thus, Now: zheſe 
things ,-. which \Cyprian- being. provoked 
ſpread: againſt Stephen , 1 will not handle 
agalu,, forſannch as the ſame things -are- 
| | zhervax: 
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therrinſaid , which have been already diſ- 
' Enſſed. Now T hope, licence will alſo be. 
ranted_us, to frame our accuſations 
againft'this your citation and traiiſſation; 
for we are ſo far from acknowledging, 
thatSt. Angnſtins words are rightly ren- 
dered by this your tranſlation ( as you ſay 
goutbelieve we will acknowledge) that we. 
efteeni them a plain and evidenc perverſi- 
on of his words and' fenſe. Firtt, there- - 
fore you cite his words by halves, cutting 
them off in the mid{t , and making fo' 
obfcure a ſign that it was but partof the 
ſentence, that ir could ſcarce -be percei- 
ved, and ſo leaving out the next inſuing 
words of the ſentence , which was to 
have given light to the whole ſentence, 
viz, Et ea preterire melins eft , que peri- 
culum pernicioſe diſſentionts habgerant. 
; Secondly, your tranſlating irriratas, as it 
| Handsin this ſentence, and context, one- 
ly fimply proveked:,' unleſs you mean. pro- 
' Piked ro anger , of incenſed (which you 
cannot thean, ſince*you would thereby 
- caſt the whole blatne npon Srepher , and. 
free St;-Cyprian from all 'defeRt and paſii- 
of} is.mcongruous:to thereſt of. the ſen-. 
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tence. For'it muſt bave been fiich's pro: 
vocation (which you admit” not) that 
rnade him yent himſelf immoderately" 6t. 
effuſe his words apainſt Stephen, Third- 
ly, 'you quite miſtranſlate thoſe words, 
Eadem quippe ipſa dicuntur, que jawi ſatis 
diſcaſſa ſunt. For your traniſlation ſup- 
poſes , that St. wr reg in forme other 
place had treated before., and diſcuſſed 
thoſe words., Written by St.” Cyprian 
againſt Stephen, which he never did, (and- 
if he dd, we preſs you to cite the place 
where) nor indeed could have done, un- 
leſs you affirm , that he did that , which 
he timlſelf here judges it was better nat. 
to have been'done , or unfit to,be "done; 


_ Et ea preterire melinseft , qua periculum 


pernicioſe diſſenſionys habaerunt. For how. 
cold he judge, that it was fit to paſſe 
them over in; Giletce, if he had diſcuſt 


them fargely before 7 inleſſe you hidge, : 


that he did that, which he thonghit n6t 
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reſt, For who can tell, what is the true - 
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Meani g.of the words, of any fent 
unlefſc hg hear it all} We will chetelsi 
adjoyn.this claule to the,reff gf che 

tence, to your tranſlation, ang then lea 
it to the. JuogemFak of. the Auditory, 
whether it hath, either truth or ſenſe in 
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you make >t, Again. lpeak puts, nope 
enſe; we omit , your adding the word 


Latine ,Fext : for by rhereen you muſt 


_ of an Authour , even.when the Contro- 
verſie is about tliat very addition , As it is 


here; any Tranſlatour. may make his Ay. 


thor ſay what he pleaſes, to his purpoſe, 


cn leave 
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agd againft bis Adverſary. We omit alſo 
+ h&Ftito tell you, that:you have madean 
Abridgemeut of St. Augsftins words in 
Latine, to' make them So your own 
turn, without any congruity to his words 
or meaning ; and yet; tellus, that they 
are St. Anugaftins words. :Far you: ſay 
thus.* What St. Augnſtin ſatth; Rerrattare 
nolo; quippe jam diſcuſſs: which as they, 
thus cited, ſpeak plainly for you ; ſo-were 
they never ſaid, as you aftirm, by St. Aw» 
gin, but by you; and for your own ad- 
vantage impoſed upon him; and ſo are 


| 


not bis , ; but your- words. as-they: ſtand 
here Neither will we tell you; -that by 
concealing thoſe laſt words of St;: Au+ 
guſtines ſentence, Et ea -melins oft prete- 
rire, que periculum: pernicicſe diſſenſionts 
| babamergut, you depriye your Auditors of 
the knowledge. of St. Axgsftins dillike, 
and dilapproving the: words. (which <tr. 
Cyprian there uttered againft Srephen ) 
in pronouncing of them}, that' they com> 
traned in them the danger 'f 14 pernicious 
aifſenti,n.,- and thereby. both bore your 
Auditorsin band, that St. Aggaftin ca 
all theblame (as you hereſay) upon Sze- 
phen, and noneatall upon St. Cyprian 
an 
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and that we conld not make good what 
we hadfaid,thatSt. Auguſtin was offend- 
ed with'St. Cyprians words , and diſliked 
them. For both the- manifeſt untruth of 
your perſwaſion, and che evident truth of 


ours in this would undeniably have ap- |. 


peared, had thoſe words been adjoyned 
by you'to the reſt of the ſenrence, as they 


are ih the ſentence. Neither can you ſay, | 


that you either knew not, or took no no- 
tice of the ſaid words, for you cite them 
particularly ſome leaves after , as ſaid by 
St; Angnſtin , without citing either the 
place where, or of what words he ſpeaks, 


left notice ſhould be raken , thar they are | 


here ſaid of St. Cyprians words , and fo 


your unfair dealing be deteRed.. Neither 
 willir on you to ſay, though St. An- | 


$*ſtin judged thoſe words had the danger of 


4 pernicious diſſenſion , thereby he 


ſhewed no diſlike of them; For had 
they been a moſt juſt and neceſſary de- 
fence of St. Cyprian, they could not have 
contained any ſuch danger :: for Stephen 
im that caſe-ought/ to have acquieſced; 
and if he had fallen 'into diſſenfion with 
St. Cyprian , it had been his fault onely, 
andnotany danger, which his juſt defence 
con- 
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contained of that difſenſion. As when an 
innocent perſon ufesa juſt defence againſt 
the unjuſt oppreſſion of his adverſary ; 
and his adverſary thereupon falls itito a 
pernicious diſſenſion with him , his defence 

- cannot be rightly faid to have had the 
danger of that diſſenſion. For every one 
is obliged to avoid rhe danger of aipernici- 

ous Sſſonfon , but no'manis obliged fo 


* gf . 
avoid his own jult defence. 
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frhly you miſconceive;: that Stephen | 
4 excommunicated in the-time of St. 
Cyprian , before he ſpake thoſe: words, 
the African Biſhops : whence you affirm 
with another miſconceipt, that thoſe 
words accuſed Stephen as Schiſmaticall. 
For as weſaid, St. Cyprian was never Ex- 
communicated by Srephey. 

P. 8. 

Next you objelt to us , that we miſcon- 
ceive, that Stephen excommunicated (in 
the time of St. Cyprian, before he ſpake 
thoſe words) the African Biſhops , and you 
adar, that $t. Cyprian was never excom- 

' mwunicated by Stephen; and we had no 


where ſaid he was : we ſaid onely, that Cy-- 


- prian juſtified himſelf and his party (in 
which was Firmilian) againſt the Popes 
pretenſe of excommunicating them,(h.e. ) 


the part of Cyprian (as we meant our 


woras) which we again interpreted thus,. 
| Avowing 
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Avowing their exemption from any ſuch 
pretended power in -Szephez to cut them 
off from the Cartholique Commnnion. Ss 
that by the. pretenſe of excommunication, 
(if you will needs, againſt our meaning, re- 
fer our. words to $t Cyprian alſo) we inter 
preted our ſelves tomean the pretenſe of. a 
power, .(if he would uſe that power /: and 


threatning that he would) to cat them. off 


from Catholique Communion : aud as. to 
the African Biſhops joyning with Cyprian, 
we meant ſome attuall attempt of _ ſome 
ſort of excommunicating them... And far 
this ( St. Cyprian the. mean while beg: no 
where expreſſed by..us to. be exc@munica- 
ted by Stephen). we... produce undeniable 
evidence. For both thoſe words of St. Cy- 
prian iz the Afrigan Comnncell (if ſpoken 
againſt Stephen.the Biſhop of Rome 3n his 
carriage tnithat aebate., . as we ſhall prove 
anon , when you go about to 4s/prove it.) do 
inſinuate, {ome attempt of-ſome ſort of ex- 
communicating the African Biſhops of part 
with Cyprian, (whether St. Cyprian him- 
ſelf or no, ) We judging no man, nor re- 
moving any one from the right of, Com- 
munion, if he differ from us in judge- 
ment, For neither doth any of us mou 
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himfel$ Biſhop of Biſhops, or by tyran> 
nicall terrour compell his Colleagues tg 
a neceſlity of obeying....... Since every 
Biſhop can no more 'be-judged by an- 
other, then he can judge that other ; but 
that we all expe& the judgement of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt , who onely and alone 
hath power of ſetting us in the Govern- 
ment of the Church, and of judging of 
our att + clearly hintmg , ſay we again, 
Stephen the Pope, who, they thought , aid 
menace, and go about to judge ſome of them 
at. leaſt, and their Colleagues , and making 
. Veniſelf Biſhop of Biſhops by tyrannical ter- 
*ony,, txeavoured to compell bis Colleagues 
to a neceſſity of ſubſeribing to his judge- 


ment. 
5 bas. "el 


' You' endeayourin vain to acquit your 
ſelves of your 'next Miſconceipt , of af-| 
firming, the African Biſhops inthe time| 
'of St. Cyprian'to have been excommunt-] | 
cated by Stephen, and denying, that you 
ever ſaid, St. Cyprian was excommunica- 
ted by him, Your words are theſe: where. 
upon we charged you with thoſe Miſcon- 
ceipts, Vis. - cr. bot St." Cyprians Ju 
fying himfelf"and his part (mn _—_ ) Was 

irmt- 
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Firmilian) againſt the Popes pretenſe of ex-+ 
communicating them. For who ſees not, 
that the relative them ,, when there is no 
exception or reſtriction expreſſed to the . 
contrary, mult neceſſarily be referred to 
all the Correlatives, which went before, 
and not to one onely part of them > As 
if one ſhould have ſaid: of Biſhop Laxd, 
as you ſay here of St. Cyprian, thus : The 
Biſhop of Canterbury. juſtified himſelf and ' 
his party againſt the Popes pretenſe of 
excommunicating them , what living fleſh 
could conceive , that this propoſition 
were to be underſtood: (or could be; as it 
therelies) without any further explica- 
tion reſtraining it, (as in yours there is 
none) of: the party onely of the Biſhop 
of Canterbary , and not of himſelf > A 
gain, what reaſon could Stephen pretend 
ro excommunicate the party of St. Cy- 


. prian, which were onely-ſecondary inftry- 


ments, and not excommunicate- St. Cy- 
vrian,who was the prime cauſe and chief 
authour and mover of the opinion of Re- 
baptization, againſt Sreyhex > Neither-is 
your other excuſe ſufficient, for though 
you ſay after, in another Paragraph, that 
Saint A»gaſftix commends Saint an 

or 


cut-them off : from Catholique Communion, 
yet this evinces not., that in the former 


ſentence, by pretenſe of excommunicating 


Them , you meant onely the pretended 


power to excommunicate them , and not 
the pretended; excommunication. it ſelf. 
For you might very connaturally, mean 
the actuall Excommunication in the firſt, 
and the power of Excommunicating in 
the ſecond : :and you are to. be thought 
ro-have meant ſo , both becauſe the pre- 


renſe, of excommunicating them ſignifies 


actuall excommunication;; and becauſe 
you. never intimated in thoſe two Para- 
graphs, that the ſecond was an explicati- 
on, - or, determination of your minde in 
the firſt, And who can'doubt, but you 
now juſtifie your ſelves, both: from the 
-pretenſe (as you-:think) of excommuni- 
cating you,and from his pretended power 
inthe Pope to excommunicate you ; and 
yet mean not the one by the other. 
Moreover you joyn Firmi/iay here to the 
party of St. Cyprian :. now we have pro- 
ved, and you muſt grant, that thoſe of 
the Eaft, and conſequently Firmiliar, 
were 
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for avowing their exemption from any 
ſuch pretended power in Stephen ,-to 
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were aually excommunicated, there- 
fore you muſt underſtand thoſe words, 

- pretenſe of excommunicating them',, of 
atuall excommunication, and not ot the 

7 ſole power, or threat of it. 

I Your producing the words of St. Cy- 

prian ſpoken in the Councell , to prove 


” that Srephen had made ſome attempt of 
in| Excommunicating thoſe of Africa,(which 


+ | you call an wadeniable evidence, and char 

"| notwithſtanding you know, we have de- 
ir | Died it twice or thrice} is to ſmall pur- 
poſe, both becauſe it is now in contro- 
verlie, whether it imports any ſuch mat- 
ſell © concerning Sr-phex, or be any way 
meant of him, andif (for the preſent) 


; that wereadmitted , it would prove no- 
- | Ching to your purpoſe. For his excom- ' 
1 | Municating thoſe of che Eaſt might have 
\e | given ſufficient occaſion to St. Cypriay, 
:. | to havehintedat him for judging other 
x | Biſhops, and pretending to be Biſhop of 
iq | Biſhops, though he had attempted no- 
r | Ching againſt choſe of 4frica, Neither 
\e | ifthoſe words had evinced ſome attempt - 
». | in Srerhen to excommunicare thoſe of 


of | Africa , would they make any thing. 
againſt us (in what we ſay , and you _=_ E- 
| Z _ tend --;) 
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tend to anſwer here) who deny not the 
attempt or threat, but the aCtuall excom- 
munication of the African Biſhops, and 
St. Cyprian. | | 

Your next citation of St. (yprians 


words againſt Stephen, as they prove. 
onely the ſaid attempt , or threat onely, 


and ſo evince nothing to what we fay 
here ſo-theydemonltrate neither regard 
to St. Argsſtin, in citing thoſe words of 
Wt. Cyprian verbatim, which St. Auguſtin 
thought better (as we already have pro- 
ved, and you hereafter acknowledge) to 
be paſſedover in ſilence; norto St.- Cy- 
prian , in producing againſt that 'Holy 
Martyr thoſe very words , and expoſing 
chem to the publique view of every illi- 
rerate Reader, in a vulgar language, 
which St Azgnſtin acknowledged ro have 
the danger of 4 pernicions difſenſion ;' and 
in which he defends the now condemned 
errour of- Rebaptization ; and accuſes 
Stephen for taking the Patronage of He- 


retiques (asSt. Cyprian then thought) by | 


| allowing their Baptiſme-to be good:' 'and 
not to be feiterated; 'and affirms , that 
to abſtain (from'Communion) thoſe who 


defend Rebaptization , is to excommuni- | 
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cate'thoſe, who defend che trarh of Chrift 
andthe unity of the Charth , and conſe- 
quently (if any force of truth be corfti- 

ruted by you in'thoſe words of St. Cy- 
prian) the whole cxcumenicall moſt holy 
Councell of MNice1s to be judged to have 
excominunicated perſons for defending 


thetruth of (hriſt, and the unity of the 


Church, when they anathematized thoſe 


Rebaptizers, and condemned them: as 
Heretiques. ' Thus\you ſeem not to care 
whom you' neglet, or hurt, fo you 


may fay ſomething in your own de- 


\ Your - citing, and reciting the ſame 


| wordsof Firmilian, asit proves no more, 


chen what you cited from St. Cypriay, 
(and much leffe', becauſe of the greater 
paſſionſhewed in them) ſo are they not 
fit to be rehearſed: onely we obferve, 
that for your advantage , you would un- 
derſtand* what he ſayes of the Legates 
ſent" to * Stephen, ofthe Legates from 


* Africa.'contrary to Baronius , who un- 


derftands them to be the Legates of the 
Eaſt ,-and ſezing the conſtitution and re. 
ﬀtion'' of 'Firmilians words will bear 


| that ſenſe; I know'not why your particu- 
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lar interpretation ſhould overbear that 
of the.moſt. famous Hiſtorian, Baronixe , 
eſpecially, when it was to little purpoſe 
for Firmilian to have related to Saint 
(9prian, how their Legates were ufed by 
Stephen , when he was to ſuppoſe, that 
that was better known to St. Cypriay, 
then .to himſelf , and becauſe nei- 
ther Saint Cyprian , nor any of the 
African Biſhops are related to have |} 
complained .of Stephen for ſo harſh 
an uſage of their Legates by Stephey , 
And that,as you grant,thoſe from whom 
they were ſent, not being excommunica- 
ted by Stephen,why ſhould be be thought 
to proceed againſt their Legatesin all ri- 
Sour , as againlt :excommunicated per- 
fons? when the words may be under- 
ſtood of the Legartes, of perſons already 
excommunicated, to wit, of thoſe of the 
Eaſt. Whence this Argument may be 
preſſcd againſt you. Stephen proceeded 
againſt the Legates ſent to him,as againſt 
excommunicated perſons: Therefore they 
were ſent tohim. from perſons excommus- 
nicated: but they were ſent to him either 
from thoſe of the Eaſt, or from thoſe of 

Afrita : not from thoſe, -of Africa, as 

| | you 


cated. And 


[ 
« 
| 
© 
e 
d 
t 
y 
- 
Tr 
f 
S 
U 


The fifth Aiſconcei pt diſcovered. 509 


:you here contend , foryou contend alſo, 


that they were not excommunicated : 
Therefore they were ſent from thoſe of 
the Eaſt, and conſequently you muſt 
confeſle, that thoſe of the Eaſt (and fo 
Firmilias, as chief defender of Rebapti- 
zation —_ them) were excommuni- 
thus in ſtead of bringing Ar- 

guments for your ſelves, you furniſh your 
Adverfaries with Arguments againſt you, 
You ſay next,ttiat yon underftand nor, 
that when Firmilian faid , that Stephen 
had cat off himſelf from all , that by all 
is to be underſtood rigorouſly ſimply all, 
but wniverſalite accommoda, from all the. 
party which in this contention he oppo= 
ſd; quite contrary to what you faid 
in a former Anſwer to our Reaſons, 
p. 11. in our Copy; where youprove, 
that Stephen (according to Firmilian) by 
excommunicating others unjuſtly (as you 
pretend) conſequentially ſeparated himſelf 
from the Church, becauſe Firmilian pro- 
veq that Stephen was an Apoſtata from 
the Eccleſiaſticall unity, by this reaſon, 
viz. For whileſt thou thoughteſt to-cut iff 
ethers from thee, thou haſt onely cut off thy 
ſelf from all. Now whether you under- 
S 4 | ſtand 
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ſtand by Charch here , the whole viſible | 
Church, as we haye proved, you muſt do; 
or the company of the lively members of 
Chriſt, which is the inviſible, as you do ; 
yet you muſt neceſſarily underſtand by ir, 
more then whom F&rephen then oppoſed ; 
and conſequently , if there Firmilign 
prove well, that Srephen ſeparated him- | 
ſelf conſequentially from the Church, be- | 
cauſe he cut off himſelf from a//, you 
muſt eithgr by a// underſtand more then 
thoſe whom he oppoſed, or plainly.con- 
tradi your* ſelves. Secondly , by this 
+ your ſo ftreight interpretation of the 
word a//, you quite overthrow your main 
fundamentall argument , drawn againſt 
us from the inſtance of Firmilian, and-ſo 
put (your ſelves). a period tothatcontro- 
verſie, without. any..further, anſwer of 
ours. For which of us either ever deni- 
ed or doubted (or indeed could do ſo) 
that Srephen by excommunicating others, 
whether juſtly or unjuſtly, as you pretend, 
ſeparated himſelf.from all thoſe, 'whom 
he oppoſed, (»iz. by that excommunica- 
tion?) And when this is granted you, 
how will you ever prove him a Schiſma- 
tique, becauſe he is ſeparated from thoſe, 
57 whom 
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whom. he excommunicates, onely ? So 


:long as he remains united to the Body af 
the, Church ,: both viſible and inviſible. 


the one of which ſeparations is neceſſari- 
ly conſequent (even according co you) to 
every unjuſt Excommunication , which, 
you ſay, are univerſally Schiſmaticall. 


- Firmilians ſaying, that there were dif- 
ferent cuſtomes in different . particular 


Churches, without breach of peaceand 
unity betwixt them, is moſt true : but he 
erred in the application of that truth. 


Forthe cuſtome'of not Rebaptizing He- 
xetiques, was not'a particular practice of 


{ome particular Church, but the univerſal 
ancient cuſtome of the univerfall Church, 


as St; Anuguſtin affirms, and St, Cyprian 


acknowledges: andthe contrary practice 
in\che Eaſt.Chyrch was begun in 4be 
Councell of ' Jconiarm , and the -contrary 


do&rine.jn- the South in' Africa, in the 


-Councells of | Carthage, 

Your .citing the following v:ords of 
Firmilian, & prove that Stephen mace 
fmeattemptto excommunicatethoſe-of 
AFfrica, fisſt provesitinos For'the for- 
mer,part of the Sentence, viz. Stephen'ts 
not aſhamed to give patronage to. fuch 

| £ 4 againſt 
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28ainſt the Church, & fraternitatew ſciu- 
cere, and torent the Brotherhood , wiz. of 
Chriftian Brethren: for all this may be 
v. rified in his excommunicating thoſe of 
the Eaſt , though he had attempted no- 
thing againſt thoſe of Africa: for by 
that excommunication he had (in Firms- 
lians fenſe and yours) rent the Brother- 
hood. Neither ſpeaks the fecond part of 
this ſentence to your purpoſe; viz. And 
moreover to call Cyprian a falſe Chriſt, 
and a falſe Apiſtle,and a deceitfull worker, 
&c.For how many times may one Biſhop 
ſpeak ſuch words againſt another,avd yet 
attempt nothing at all to ſeparate them 
from che Church by excommunication : 
which appears by the next following 
words, viz. Who (Stephen) being conſcs- 
ous, that all theſe things were in himſelf, 
he aeſerveadly cught x: "he ſpoken of him. 
ſelf, &c. Where Firmilian retorts upon 
Stephen the very ſame Accuſations, which 
he affirms Srephex to have pronounced 
againit St. {3prian: and yet neither 
you, nor any Modern or Ancient Au- 
thour affirm , that Firmilian either Ex. 
communicated, or attempted to Excom- 
municate Srephay and his Adberents, = 
cauſe 
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cauſe he framed ſuch accuſations againſt 
him. Hence therefore appears, that you 
have. not-proved Srepheys attempr.to - 
have. Excommunicated thoſe of Africa, 
or any of them, from thoſe words of Fir- 
miliaz : and yet if you proved it, you had 
eEvinced nothing againſtus, who in the 
charging you. with this miſconceipt, de. 
- nied not the attempt, but the aQtuall Ex-- 
communication. of the African Biſhops. . 
Our words are. theſe, viz. To .miſcon- 
ceive, that Stephen Excommunicated, in - 
the time of St, Cyprian, before he ſpake. 
thoſe wards, the African Biſhops, &c... 


$44 
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The fxth Miſconceipt laid open.” 


C0 
Gary , you miſconceivethe deduQti- 
.F on of your Argument from St. Cy- 
prian, and his words in that Councell, to 
confer any thing to the corroborating of 
your inſtance of Firmilian againſt our 
definition. For Firmilian was not in 
the ſame ſtate of aQuall Communion - 
with the Church:;, when he wrote thoſe 
words, asSt. Cyprian was : nor were St, 
({prians words cited by you, thoſe which 
were compared to Firmilians, And then 
what Argument can be brought from St, 
Cyprians words by you cited , and his ex. 
ample and proceeding, to confirm againſt 
us your inſtance of Firmilian. You muſt 
therefore as you do in effet , acknow- 
| ledgethis inſtance of Firmilian to be of 
no force, and frame a new Argument 
from new words of St. Cyprian, not ſo 
much as pointed at. by us in our anſwer, } 
which how much 'alſo they will prove, 
ſhall preſertly be ſeen. 
The 


The words which you cice out of St. 


+ ode. Adio awe. Ih. AR 
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Azgnſtia in divers places , and thoſe of 
St. Cyprian, we acknowledge to be their 
words , and moſt willingly ſubſcribe to 
the Authority.of thoſe two great' Saints, 
and eſteemthoſe of St. Cyprian: 


to befull of Truth and Peace, 5, #19" © 


as St. Auſtin did. And what p Tot: 


advantage ſoever you endea- | 
vour to deduce from them, we will en- 
deavour alſo. to give a-cleare Anſwer 
tO ; ID 

You therefore reciting theſe words of 
St, Cyprian, viz. Neither doth any of 11 
make himſelf Biſhop of Biſhops, mace this 
dedutiqn, clearly. hinting (lay you) Ste- 
phen the Pope, who they thought did ſo. We 
deny that clearly , . and affirm, that you 
cannot prove, that there was any hinting 
at all , neither clearly , not” obſcurely; 
againſt Srepher, in them,” You will tell 
us, that wedeny it grat# 'Tanfiver, that 
wedenyinothing , but acrording to that 
rule, whjch-yowyour {elf have'chofern for 


_ the knowledge of the true ſenſe of St; 


Cyprians'words , viz. St. Arouſtin, who 
affirms, that theſe words related and 
hinted onely at St, Cyprians own Abrtho- 


rity. 


ol Y . 
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rity., as being Primate of- Africa, and: 


lawtul. Superiour to-all thoſe - Biſhops, 


who were preſent in that-Councel : and. 
his intention was, ſaitlt St. Angaftin, to 


excite them, and free-them from all fear 
of being excommunicatedby him, if they 
uttered any thing in theCouncel contrary 


to his and the other Biſhops opinions.in. 


the matter of rebaptization.St: Anguſtins 


wordsare theſe, /ib, 3: cont. Donatiſt. ca. 
3 For.he (St, Cyprian) did mot Iye , nor- 
think, to catch the mire ſimple of hs fellow - 


Biſhops . in. their, words , that when they 


thewed themſelves of a different pinion. 
from kim, he contrary to what he had pro- . 


miſed , ſhould reſolve to. Excommunicate 
them :. neither did he ſay any thing, which 
he  bore.-nct (48. bus heart: Which ſhew 
poinly , that-rhoſe words -were ſpoken 


incerely by St. Cypriaz , toafſfarethem;. 
that he-would make no- uſe of:his Eecte- 


fraſticall Authority againſt them , for de- 
livering, whatſ6ever they thought true, 


even againſt him , inthat Gouncel.' And: 


ſure had.St, Cyprian hinted- againſt Ste- 
phenin.thoſe words, St: Anugnſtiz would 
have known-it, who had muck morerea- 
{on to,undertiand the, meaning - of- Ss. 


Cyprian, : 


T .2-S.Y 
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Cyprian, then you can have. Beſide it. 
would' have. been wholly impertinent; 
nay, ridiculous.in tliofe Biſhops, to have - 
feared-any Excommunication from Ste- 
phen, incaſe any of them had” diſfented: 
from St. Cyprians. opinion in that Coun-- 
cell , for they knew well enough, thar- 
S$tephen in an; Epiſtle written newly be- 
fore that Councell; had dechred. himſelf. 
point. blank againſt St: Cypriaxs opinion; 
and'conſequently that Srephey.would be. 
ſo far from excommunicating them for- 
diſfenting therein from St. Cyprian , that | 
he would have tenderly foved them , and: 
biglily praiſed them for ic, Then you. 
urge the next- enſuing words of St. Cy- 
prian, Viz. Whereas every Biſhop hath his 
roper arbitrement of 'his own pawer forthe 
lawfull liberty given to him, and may no 
more be judged by another Biſhop , then. he- 
can judge another, wen 6. 
We anſwer that theſe words areonely 
to be underſtood in ſuch points and caſes, 
asare yet left doubtfull and indifferent, 
or not-fully and. finally determined in the 
Church : andnot in thoſe, which have - 
already received a full determination, 
Youwill tell us, that tris is fome new iri-- 
yy | vention; - 
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vention, or qwiddacy of ones , coined-of 
e difficulty..* For ſee-]. 


purpoſe toavoid t Cf 
ins the words have no ſuch limitation, 
what reaſon have we to limit them 2 and 
wetell you, ad Auguftinum <ppellaſlie, ad 


Auguſtinum ibitis; You have appealed to 


Auſtin, to Auſtin (hall you go. For this 
limitation, which we give , was given b 

him 1200. years ago. St. Angyſt. ibid. 
explicaring thele words of St. Cyprian, 
Nee poſſit alium judicare , &c. laith thus, 
Opinor wtique in his queſtionibus, GUENOR= 
dum eliquatiſſima perſpeftione, diſcuſſe 
ſunt 5 noverat enim quants Sacramenti 
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9 and gave free liberty of, on wi, 
the truth being examined mght be; 


| 
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manifeſt. No otherwiſe, then at this pre- 


- ſent Biſhops and Doors among us have 


liberty 'of holding p with. JeACE., COm- 


Mmunion and charity, what they pleaſe, + 
matters not yet of Obit Hye) rior forbi 


den to be diſputed, © And thelike expoſi- 


tion isto be, for the fame reaſon , ex- 


tended to the enſuing words of St. Cypri- 


' an, Where he ſaith , "That Biſbops ufe to 


render an account opely, fo our Saviour, who 
onely hath power to judge of their. aBthths. 
For otherwiſe, if onely.our Saviour had 
power to judge them in any thing what- 
ſoeyer they did or taught , the power of 
Archbiſhops oyer Biſhop s of Metropolt- 
tans over Archbiſhops, oF, Primates over 
Metrapolicanes, of Patfiarchs over Pri- 
mates, andof a penerall Councell over 
them all,all which you acknowledge and 
conſequently the whole Hierarchy, 'Or- 
der, and Di cipline of the Church would 
be overthrown... 

Next you deſcend to another exciiſe' '>f 


a Miſtonc: pt., charged Þ us upon. you, | 
abou theſ, rords, EL 77 TE, 


G's 


ce men 
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of Stephen. That. the nature and true: 
fate of this controverſie betwixt.us may 
be rightly underſtood, itis.to be remem-: 
bred, chat in the firſt anſwer.-rendered by: 
usto Firmilians caſe, weſaid , that Saint 

Cyprian bad uttered certain words againſt 

Stephen, wherein St, Auguſtin affirmed, 
that St. Cyprian did pati aliquid humani, 

i.e. ſome liumane paſſion of anger and! 
indignation againſt Srephes,. To dif- 
prove this , you alledge many places of. } « 
St, Augoſſin, wherein he praiſes St. Cy- 

_ prian for his ſpirit of peace and unity; 
and particularly this place now. in con- 
troverſie. To this we anſwer, that theſe - 
words were neither the words which we 
pointed at, (which were thoſe in his Epi= {} 
file to Pompeizes, and againſt which Saint. 

-  Anguſtinexcepts, as reliſhing of "humane * 
paſſion, and endangering a pernicious diſ- 
ſenfion, as we have already proved) nor © 
ſpoken, or meant by St. Cyprian, again 
Szephen, . So.that hence it appears, that. | 

_ the immediate. controverſie - betwixt us 
was,. whether St. Aug»ftiz (whom you . | 

, had taken for-therule to know St.: Cy-- 


privx mearing) doughe, that Se. £- 
rien ſpate ch work again S7phes. | 
an Þ 


= | _———_ 


| qr allow- of words ſpoken againſt Sree 


wt 
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and judging, that he ſpake them againſt 
him, did notwithſtanding praiſe them , as 
full of peace, unity, and charity : for 


4 unlefſe this were ſo, your proof from St. 


Augaſtins authority, to prove that the 
words of St. Cyprian againſt Stephen, 
like to thoſe of Firmilian cited by you, 
were praiſe-worthy , and of Authority, 


'F (which we had denied) had been of no 
| force at all. For whatſoever i» re was 
4} of S. Cyprians meaning in thoſe words, 

if St. A®gxſtin thought they were not 


meant by 5>t. Cyprian againſt Stephey, 
when he thus orailed tein you can ne- 


ver-evince from St. Angnttins giving 


eraiſe and authority to them, that the. 


. T words which St. Cyprian ſpake againſt 
. ] Stephen, like thoſe of Firmilian, are real- 
 '] lyof Authority ; and conſequently Fir. 


milians like words preſſed for your defini- 


| tion againſt vs: the reaſon is., becauſe 


thatif St. Auguſtin , either had no aftu>. 
all thought, or knowledge-, that theſe. 
wordsof St; Cyprian were ſpoken againſt 
Stephey , or had'an aRuall judgement, 
they were not meant againſt him, he-can 
never be prudently thought to authorize, 


ph ens 
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phen by his, praiſing or allowing then 

Seeing therefore,we baye already proved | 
nd you alſo rant our proof £0, be; of 
rce). that St. Auguſtin judged th 

thoſe words were meant: of St. Cyprian 


by reaſon; of his Primacie over Africa 
and. never, infinuats,  that-they, were 
meant by.bim again Stephen, we hav 


ſafficiently; manifeſted, that St, Auguſt 
had no thought (as far as can/becolle& 
ed. from his works, , or prudently ſup. 
'Poſed) that thoke words were intendeg 
by St, Cyprian .againſt Stephen: and 


your. ſtriving .40/;intirm our. Argument 


drawn from.St.»./ cunſtins anderſiooding 
them. of St.- Cypman, by Saying ,;T, 
phat binders mot their being alſo mwderfio 
againit..Stephen, for they, may be underſtood 


of both, is;infufficient; to -abatethe force 


of our-Axgument:., Fox the queſtion. 


not-now, -what ſenſe they, may: ihaverabs 
ſolutely in;|themſelves, but what ſenſe 


Sc, enaiopaiond they had: .Now 
it neycrappears, that. he judged they / 


bothiheſe ſenſes:; fo itig clearly ws 


trom-him, that St. Auguſtin. judged, ch | 
had not. both.of .them,- but were! onelz 
uadecfiood of St. Cyprian, For. other: 


wiſe 


a 4 _ ors &. me mig” 
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my wiſe it is prudently , qf not. neceſſarily to 
J be ſuppoſed, 'thar, eng th Arg mn, 
excepted apgainſt-.other words, Apoken 
againſt Stephen by St. Cyprion, hewould 
zany alſo have made the ſame.exception a- 
4 -gainſt theſe, at.lcali he would,not fo 
erg highly have praiſed them, as full.of peace 
Weg and: humility; 1eeing there; led been 
*q (according to- bisudgement; of St.Gy- 
AJ prians words againlt Srephen) ſome. ſeeds 
P4 - of diſſention in thim. Hence: therefore 
4 clearly , appears, . that, you have; not 
ng proved from St. Angziſtin (asyouander- 
en takeito-prove) that words of! St.Cyprien 
vg ſpoken againſt Szepher, like thoſe of Fix = 
a lian ;; are of ſufficient Authority to . 
ol found afolid Argument: And hencealfo 
od] Four preſent Mifconceipt, .charged:by ws 
c& wpen you; is. patent-and:;unaveidable. - 
4 renderyoliring therefore to-provefo 
largely ;either from the words :theniſelves, 
or from Baronize , that they. were-meant 
by. St. Cyprian againſt Stephen, confers 
\nothing.; to: give force:to.the 1wedinm, 
which you had taken- for the: corrobora- 
Ting your argument, 214; by St. Anga- 
ſtts- authority: unicſſe you prove from - 
bim , that he theught they were ſpoken 
againſt 


- 
» 
« 


-- 


" 


againſt Srephen , and yer praiſedthem | 
and this we deſire may be done in your. 


next. Anſwer. Yet becauſe this difficulty 
may be preſſed independently of St. 4»- 


gnfins Authority upon ſome other occa-. 


10n; ve-will (though not ot preſent ob- 
ligation, yet by way of- prevention, Cxa-- 
mine thoſe words abſolutely in them- 
- ſelves, and fatishe what you alledge for 
your interpretation of them. 


You firit cite certain words out of St.. 


Cyprians Epiſtle to Pompeixs , cited bes 


-fore by you, and here recited with an: 


"ec. all which ſhew nothing but the er- 


'rour of St. Cyprian, and the truth of Sree! 
Phens DoQrine in the matter of Rebapti-/ 
zation, viz. as you cite them at lenpth, 


B. 11. Doth he (Stephen) give honowr to 


God, who communicates with Marciont 


Baptiſnge ? that is, who allows: Marcioms 


Bapriſme to be good and valid, and not 
to be retterated: and you might have ct-. 
ted the next words following, Gives he. 
Honour to"God, "who not holding the Unity 


and Truth coming from. the Divine Law, 
vindicates an Hereſfie againftthe Church ? 
7. e, who affirmes , that the Baptiſme of 
Heretiques , who are againſt the Church, 
ls. 
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7 is-true Baptiſme-: And the next that fol. 
4 low, Gives he honour to God, who judges 


that remiſſion of fins be given by , or 
amongſt thoſe , who blaſtheme G od ? of" 

Guves he howonr to God, who thinks 
that the friends of Heritiques, and the ene- 
mics of Chriſt hold the truth of Chrift,, and 
che Unity of the (harch? that is, have 
erue Baptiſme, and one and the fame 
Baptiſme with the Church. And then 
after your &c. and flipping over all 
theſe interrogatories , which plainly 


- ſhew, that St. {ypriar reprehends Sre- 
 phen for oppugning Rebaptization and 
| aothing elſe, you citetheſe words, which 
1 ſeemto ſay ſomething like toa proot of 


ur | interpretation of Saint JAans 
_ viz. Doth he give honour to aquri 
being a friend of Heretiques, and an enem 
of Chriſtiass, doth think, that the Prieſt | 
of Ged ( the Biſhops) which maintain the 


1] rrathof Chriſt, and Unity of the Church, 


ſhould be abſtained ? (or kepe from the 
Communion of the Church?) Which 
words are quite different. from what I 
finde in this Epiſtle to . Powpeizs , and 
which 1 no laſt cited in Engliſh, in the 


Edition of Eraſmus, Printed at Baſil, 
| Anwo 
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the Citation doubrfull; and fo: of no: 


ſufficient” Authority to found an Argu- | 
ment? becauſe it is quite otherwiſe in 


other C opies. Yer even the words as 
you cite them to your moſt Sveeſhrr 


they make very flenderly for you. For. 
Saint Cyprian-there- manifeſtly. defends 

Rebaprization 'to' be a Chailtian truth, 
and declares'it to be contrary to- Gods: | 
honour to Excommunicate any for hold-/ 
ing that dodrine; and therein con--. 
demns'not onely Stephen, butthe whole | 
Oectmenicall Councell of ' Nice; who. 
Anathematized 'allthoſe as Heretiques, 


who defended ir , as we have faid'above. 
Nether can'you anſwer, that when Saint 


Cypriah wrote theſe words; the truth 
i5 not fo" fully known, as: it was after. 


His' dearh!, 12d befbre- the. | *otincel{ 'of 


Nice was celebrated, For St. Cyprids 
ſpeaks 


a 230. which have noe | 
ching-at all -of Prieſts, or Biſhops, being | 
abſt ined: ſo thar, though we doubt not: 
of your having read'ir as you cite it; 
's which notwithſta-ding for fuller fatiſ 
Rion of the Auditory, it were fit to be: 
noted by you, in what Edition and Page I 
you finde them) yet at the leaſt it makes 
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ſpeaks here of the truth of the DoErine 
(as hethoughrt) of Rebaptization; who 


£:f then made no queſtion at all of the truth 
;] of it, nor eſteemed it doubtful or uncer- 
| tain,and judged it abſolutely contrary to 
Chriſtian truth and Gods honour, to ex- 
communicate any one for holding it. 
j But you will reply , that though St. Cy- 
prian erred in this, yetit ſhews, that the 


other words, Epiſcopus Epiſtorum, &Cc. 
were alſo hinting againſt S:ephex. I an- 


[| ſwer, that if you grant, that St. Cyprias 


proceeded erroneonfly in that hinting 


| againſt Srepha», as he did in the former 
1 ſentence , whoſe cauſe I pray you will be 
/} hurt” by that hinting, yours or ours? 
I Farther, though from this uncertainty of 
St Cyprians words might be drawn, that - 


tis poſſible , that St, Cyprian hinted ar 


1 Stephez in theſe words EPiſcopus Epiſco- 

| Porum, &c. yet that helps you nothing ; 
no, though it followed thence, thatthere 

{ is ſome liketihood' of it. For. eichet 


you muſt prove,, that it is neceffary to 

underftand Ins words in that your ſevſe, 

or you conclude nothing at all 

For we have. till our liberty to anſwer, 

till thatbe proved, that thefe words of 
St, 


again{t us. 


ſtand them. 


Yourciting Firmilians words agiinſt | 


Stephen will prove litcle, for itis not cer. 
tain,that thuſe words were written or re- 
ceived when S.Cyprias ſpake thoſe words 
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St. Cyprias may be alſo underſtood} 
otherwiſe, as St. Auguſtin and we under. 


in the Conncell, andit belongs co you-to | 


proveit. The Title of Epi/copus Epiſ- 
-coporum, Biſhop of Biſhops, which you! 
arge co infer your interpretation, we will 
preſently examine: we now onely de- 
man *, that if chat were the Title ot the 
' Biſhop of Rowe in thoſe: primitive and 


puretimes, citherit was his j#ſt ice, and. 
then you condemn St. Cyprian for con- 
demaing Stephenin the making uſe of it, 
and fo take away all Authority from 
thoſe his words , becauſe in this ſuppoſiti- 
onthey are falſe and injurious to Srephey, 
in infringing his lawfull Title and Antho- 

rity, as if it were uſurpation and tyranny: 

Or it was 4 mnjaſ, and wnd4ve Tie, al.. 
ſumed by the Biſhops of Riwse out of 
pride and arrogance, which were very ! 
hard and uncharitable co affirm of ſo ma-_ 
ny holy Biſhops, and Martyrs, who from 


it, 


Zepherine Fope , and before him aſſumed | 
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it, (if your allegatian from 7errullian be 
of force;) and withall improbable , that 
ſo many other holy perſons ſhould im 
thoſe ttmes frequently /as Baronins af- 
firms) have given him that Title, as due 
to the dignity of his See,ifit had not been 
due to him. What therefore can accrue 
either to your cauſe, or your ſelves, ſave 
diſadvantage, if this Title of Epiſc:prs 
Epiſceporuam were in thoſe times che 
known Title of the Biſhop of Rowe. 


Thus you deſcend co borrow the laſt 


ſupport for your interpretation, from the 
Authority of Baronins , who interprets 
thoſe words, Epiſcep»m Epiſcoporum,to be 
by St. Cyprian tacitely meant of Stephen: 
and think, thar you have quite over- 
thrown our cauſe by producing fo grave 
an Authour , and famous Hiltorian tor 
your interpretation. And indeed had we 
no ſupport, fave our own aſſertion, 


againſt ſo grave an Authour , it would 


have proved no- ſmall diſparagement to 
our interpretation: but you may pleaſe 
to take notice, that ina Counter-balance 


we have a double Authority,each of them 


of equall poize to yours, againſt your 
ſingle one; to wit, the two moſt eminent 
| A a Car. 
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Cardinalls, and no leſs eminent Hiſtori- . 
ans and Controvertiſts ,  Bellarmin and 


Percn; who both deny, that theſe words 
of St. Cyprian were binting againſt Sre- 


phen. Bellarmin. libr. 2, de Rom Pontif. | 


cap. 16. Paragraph. ad ſecundum, ſayes 


thus, Ad ſecandum dico, Cyprianum, cum * 
ait neminem ſe facere Epiſc:pum Epiſco 


vorym,loguts de 45, qui in Concilioillo Car- | 


chagenenſs erant, nec includ} in ea ſententia 


Romanum Peoniificem, I anſwer , ſayes } 
Bellarmin, to the ſecond (objeRion) that | 
when St. Cyprian ſayes, that none makes | 


himſelf Biſhop of Biſhops , he ſpeaks of 


thoſe who were in that Councell of Cat- 


thage, and rhat the Biſhip of Rome # not | 


included wi that ſentence. 'And Cardinall 
Peron, inthe Engliſh Tranſlation , in his 
reply to King 7ames,Book 3.cha.z.p.236. 


ſayes thus of the ſaid words of St. C "1pri- 


an, We anſwer, that he ſpeaks there onely 
'of the Biſhops of , Africa,to-whonr he giretts 
hn: (peech, and whom he exhorts to tell their 
opinion freely un the Cerncell . without- be- 
ing held back, by.the reſpett of the Authcr 
rity, that 4s Primate of Africa he hadouer 
#hew. Thushe, who by reaſon. of. the 
-eminency of, bis learning in Hiſtoty and 

* 17 Controverſie, 
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Controverſie,cannot prudently be ſuppo- 
ſed to have been ignorant of the contrary 
opinion-of Bazcnixs. ' Seeing therefore 
this Learned: Cardinall , after a farther 
examination of the ſaid words, ventures 
to contradit Baronixs,why was it unlaw- 
full for us to follow Perez aginſt him > 
eſpecially ſeeing we have St. Auguſtin 
{ſo conſonant to our interpretation, as we 
have already proved. | * | 

.** But you will anfiver , that you urge 
not the bare Authority, but the reaſon of - 
Baroniusallo, which'feems to evince the 
truth of your interpretation, For ſeein 

(as Baronius affirmes) that Biſhop of Br. 
ſhops was. the. common title- of the Bi- 
ſhops of |Rowe,' whom can St. Cyprian 
probably be thoughrto point ar, ſaying, 
(Neque enim quiſiſuam noſtrum ſe Epiſco= 
pum Epiſcoporum conFtituit, , For neither 
doth any of us conſtirme himſelf Bi/op 
of | Biſhops } vena oe Biſhop of Rowe? 
Bur as we overſwayed inthe former , ſo 
" will wenowar leaſt counterpaiſe the Au- 
thority-. of Baropine, For  Bellarmin, 
who /:br. 2. de Rows. Pont. cap. 31 num. 1. 
reckons upall-the- Titles anciently;, and 
ufually giver! to the Biſhop-of Rowe, 
PR Aa 2 makes 
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makes no mention of .chis. amongſt chem. 
Neither indeed .concludes the reaſon of 
Baranins, that this was his Title, -or_af- 
ſamed by the Biſhops as ſuch; -becauſe 
T ertullizn:in his Book dePrdictiia affirms 
nor, that it was his uſuall Title , or that 
thoſe words, Epiſcopus Epiſcopornum was: 
prefixed to his decree, but by way of 1re- 


nie, or jear, gives it. bim. For he tiles 


him alſo in the ſame place and manner, 


as Barcnivs acknowledges, Bunus Paſtor, 
and Ze:nediftss Papa ; and yet thoſe pre- 


ciſe words were not his Titles : neither 
would any of thoſe: holy and humble 
Martyr-Popes haveafſumed them : and 
though in ſome other private Authours 
this or other the like honourable appella- 
tions might have been given to the Ro- 
man Biſhops , yet that concludes nor, 
that it was their known Title, or that 
they aſſumed it to themlſelyes. If there- 
| fore you will evince, that none but Sre- 

phen could be pointed at pa ſaying of 

"Sr. Cyprian, becauſe it is the proper Title 
of the Roman Biſhop, you mult either 


..._ prove that the Biſhops of Rome (and 


* particularly Srephen ) aſſunied this Title, 
. and pretixedit im their letters, orthatit 


| 


! 
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was given them in ſome general, or parti- 
cular Councell , or Ly fome of the holy 
Fathers, or by ſome Heathen Hiſtorians, 
who took notice of it, a5 being uſually 
attributed to them by Chriſtians; and 
not @ bare appellation, or honourable ex- 
preſſion. given them, or pronounced of 
them by particular perſons. Now Ba- 
ris , (at leaſt as he: is epitomized by 
$pondanus) bringing no other authority, 
fave the Ironie- of / ert/Han , then be- 
come a Montaniſt, and ctie-Ads of St, 
Sebaftians Martyrdome, to provethis-to- 
be his Title, ſeems-not to give ſufficient 
proof againſt Be/armis, that this was the 
Title aſſumed by 'the Roman Biſhop: 
neither will your afſerting it (upon Fa- 
ronius his authority and reaſons) be con- 
vincing ; that: 'thofe words, Bi/pop of Bis | 
foops, muſt neceſſarily point at _ the 
Pope, as being a title aſſumed by him and 
his Predeccſſoursy... 

As to your afferting, with Barorixs, 
that thoſe words, Aut :3rannico terrove ad 
obſequendi neceſſitatem collegas ſues adrgit,. 
have. a neceſſary relation to Pope Se- 
phens threat of excommunicating thofe- 
who held contrary to himinthe point of 
Aa} Re- 
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Rebaptization, we anſwer; that no: fuch 
relation is neceflary.; becauſe thoſe words 
have a full and compleat ſenſe, being re« 
lated onely to the Authority of St, Cypris 
an:, as Primate over the other Biſhops 
there preſent, as St. Angyſtin relates 
| them. But then you demand, Wheyz 
faith $t. Auguſtin, that they related onely 
- to St. Cyprian, and his promiſe of not ex= 
communicating, &c. or where hath he any 
word, or words equivalent to that exclun 
ſrve ?.,'We bave anfwwered this already | 
that liad St: Awgyftin judged , as you do, | 
that St. Cyprian bad Iromaet againſt Sr 
_ phen in hater words, he would never bave 
raiſed them for being full of peace: and 
umility , as he did here; (unleſſe you 
would have him to: praiſe and approve 
mone place , what hediſproves in. an- 
other) but have excepted againftthem; as. 
containing ſeeds of difſention, and ſpoken 
of them, with ſome kind of indignation, as 
we have.proved he did of | thoſe in his 
Epiſtle to Pompeixs, written againſt Sre- 
Fen, For how could he conceive , that 
the accuſing Srephen to aſſume-'a, Tithe 
not due to him, 'and injurious to all: 
the Biſhops of the Church , (which not- 
withſtanding. 
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withſtanding , according to you , had 
. been afſumed ever ſince, and before the 
time of: Tertulliz and Zepherine, by his 
Predeceſfours) and that he behaved him- 
ſelf tyrannically in that aſſumed dignity, 
ſhould not be exceedingly diſpleaſing to * 
Stephen , and (ubje& to breed no lefle a 
pernicious difſention betwext them, then 
the other words of his Epiſtle, againſt 
which St. Angaſtin excepts ? Seeing 
therefore here he praiſes theſe , and there 
excepts againſt rhe like words , had theſe 
been- underſtood by him to point and 
taunt at Srephen , we fatisfie fully , that 
both here-andelſewhere,he hath not one- 
ly a word or words , (which you ſay, we 
have not, nor we cannot fſhew ) but whole 
ſentences, which convince , that theſe 
words (in St. Ang»ſtirs judgement) were 
onely related to St. Cyprians authority, 
and promiſe, and not at all meant by St. 
Cyprian againſt Srephey. 

And here you fall ſhort, when you ac- 
cuſe us of ſportneſſe of diſcourſe, in dedy- 
cing a negative, or excluſive from a baie 
affirmative, as if we had faid thus, St. Au- 
e«ſtin affirms, that theſe words of St. Cy- 
prian were meant of St. Cyprian, there- 
Aa 4 fore 
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fore he ſayes, they were meant of Saint 
Cyprian cnely , or not of Stephen allo. 
For our diſcourſe is this, St. Azgaſtan, 
who praiſes theſe words here for peace 
and humility, ſaying they were meant of 
St. Cyprias, muſt be underſtood to fay, 
they were meant of St. Cyprian cxely, and 
not of Stephen , becauſe had he judged, 
that they had been meant againſt S7ze.- 
phen, he could not have ſo praiſed them, 
without being contrary to himſelf , and 
to what he ſayes in another place. And 
ro this we require a punCtual anſwer. 

Tf therfore it cannot be ſaid, that St. 

Arnnuſiin ever judged or thought, that 
theſe words were intended againſt Sree 
phen , (nay judged the quite contrary, 
that they were not )our inference(againſt 
which you except) will be in. force, viz. 
Ard ſure if St.C yprian had hinted againſt 
Stephen 7» thoſe words, St.Auguſtin would 
have kzown it : and we adde in our An- 
iwerto B. 5. who had much more reaſon 
t» underſtand the meaning.of St. Cyprian, 
then you can have. 

We-know not well., what to make of 
your enſuing diſcourſe about St. Cyprian 
and St, 4zguftiy, cited to prove, That 

>.W 
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an Inferiour may ſometimes: lawfully. 
and-laudably finde fault with the faulty. 
proceedings of his Superiour', even. 
_ he were the chiefeſt Biſhop ; 
which they contirm by St. Pals repre-- 
hending St. Peter for -compelling the. 
Chriſtians to Judaize, ec. and St, Pe-- 
ters taking 1t patiently; . unleſs you 


. would either provethence; that it is alſo; 


lawfull for an inferiour , even to- accuſe: 
his ſuperiour of uſurpation and aſſumpti- 
on of falſe-andunjuft titles and dignities, 
and to atfirm, that he playes the Tyrant 
in them :(as you muſt make St. Cyprian. 
to have faid of. Stephen, if your ſenſe of . 
his words berrue ,) and that itwere in- 
folency and -arrogancie in that Superiour 
to defend himfelf, and. vindicate his Au- 
thority thus in;ured. by his ſubject, 
which mference, how ſhort it: falls, we-- 
leave to any indifferent judgement : or. 
you muſt infer from thence, that Saint- 
Cyprian denyed St. Petey to be the :Supe- 
riour of St. Paul, or to-have any-jurit- - 
diction over-him ; becauſe -he (and St.. 
Anonſtin with him) ſay, that St. Peter 
did not vindicate- himſelf ; nor aſſume any:- 
mhing inſolently: and arrogantly, as to ſay, 
| Aa I, T bat : 
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T bat he held the Primacy, and onght 14 
ther to be ebeyed by thoſe, who were newly 
- and later called, &c. as: though a lawfull 
Superiour , when he is juſtly and duely 
taxed by a ſubje&', may not carry him- 
ſelfinſolently and arrogantly, in boaſt- 
ing and glorying in that Dignity and 
Power , which he hath over the other , 
and fo make his Authority (though law- 
full in it ſelfe) a cloke for his malice, 
and a bait for his pride. Hence theres. 
fore it is manifeſt, that you have neither 
proved (what you pretended) that either 
Stephen, lawfull Succeſſour to St. Peter, 
was:not alſo lawful} Superiour of St. Cy- 
prian, nor that St. Cyprian might as law. 
tully accuſe Srephen of taking a falſe. 


title and dignity upon him, and carrying F 


himſelf tyrannically (and according to 
you , ſchiſmatically) 1n it, as St. Paul 
might. admonith St. Perer of a particular 
defect , oz errour, (whereof he: was 
guilty) . which touched not at -all the. 
Dignity and Primacy of him and his See 2 
nor that Stephen might not lawfully have 
vindicated himſelf, in the defence of his 
Dignity, 4(which was no-fault in him) 
becauſe 5. Peter did not; vindicate a 
elf 
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ſelf, in that wherein he was faulty. ny 

As to your refutation of our ſecond. 
Reaſon, you really miſconceive us, when 
you ſay , that we urge poy your words 
ſemething, that were impertinent and ridi- 
culous. For we neither imputed, nor in-. 
tended to impute any ſuch matter to - 


| your words, or you, but we imputed 


that to thoſe Biſhops in the Councell, if 
they had feared co be excommunicated 
by Stephen for ſiding with him : For we - 
lay, 1r-would have been impertinent, nay, 
ridiculous in thoſe Biſhops , to have feared 
Excommunication, &c. and that not up- 
on any inference from your words, but : 
from a conſequence drawn from the pre-+ 
cedent interpretation of St. Angnſtin; | 
and by this we ſhew alſo the inſufficiency 
of your refutation of this our Reafon. 
For we preſt it not abſolutely and inde. 
pendently,(in which ſenſe onely you take 
it and proceed againſt it) but with a'de-- 
pendence and reference to: the precedent 


' interpretation of St. Augſtin, who ha- 


ving faid , that St. Cyprian Ipake. thoſe 
words, to free the Biſhops there preſent : 
from all fear of Excommumnitcation in ſpeak- 
ing freely their. mindes, even againſt _ : 

which | 
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proved) to haye.been the totall and en- 
tire motive, why.St-Cyprian uttered thoſe. 
words ;.we thence-deduced , as a ſecond- 
Reaſon, that.they could not be under- 
derſtood prudently, to have feared in this 
any Excommunication from Srephey, If: 
therefore you will effeually confute this: 
our-Reaſon,, you muſt.prove, that St. 
Cyprian ſpoke-theſe words. with ſome- 
otker-intention , then to free thoſe Bi- 
ſhops from all fear of Excommunication, . 
for ſpeaking againſt his opinion in-mat- 
ter of Rebaptization;. and not take our: 
Reaſon quite otherwiſe , then we put it; 
and then refute. rather you owne, then. 
OUrs. | 

You preſs us-exceedinsly to ſhew ſome 
Authour, who ayes, : 4 thoſe of the- 
Eaſt were peremptcry in the defence of: 
Rebaptization againſtSrephex.: And yer 
ve.think,, that.you- would have-much. 
ado to. finde Authours to.fay , of -many 
nundredsthat have been .excommunica- 
red, that they. were peremptory before -in 
the. defence of their. errovrs. Authours, 
fet down uſually the ſubſtance of the 
aQion , hut deſcend not to niention eve,. 


fy: 


which we then ſuppoſing, (and nowhave- 


f 
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py particular circumſtance. Tt is faid by. 


 Diunyſius in. Euſcbius above cited., that 


Stephen abſtratted his Communien from 
them, becauſe they baptized Hereriques, 
Now.whoſoever confiders,that Srepher,as 
Lirinenſis teſtifies of him, was a hely-and 
prudent man, and as St, Augnſftin,above Ci- 
ted,affirms of him, that even whilſt he was 
reſolved to excommunicate- Rebaptizers, 
vicit charitas tin. corde ejus , that charity 
was victorious-in his-heart, may eaſily 
colle& , that he woulc not:excommunt- 
cate any one , who was ready to corre& 
his fault, and who defended his errour- 
without all obſtinacy and pertinacy. Again 
whoſoever- reads.attentively the letter of. 
Firmilianto St; Cyprian, will eafily ga- 
ther that it proceeded from a ſpirit poſ- 
ſeſſed with a height of contempt and: dif. 
dain againſt Srephey, not onely for ex- 
communicating-them, but alſo tor oppo. 
ſing them in the point of. Rebaprtization; 
and.conſequently that he, the leader of 
all the reſt, and they probably by his ex- 
ample were peremptory. Thirdly, Srze- 
phen being ſo holy, prudent, and charita- 
hle a Pope,as we have declared, he would: 
neyer. tiave. proceeded. ſo .barſhly _ | 
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their Legates, (which I have ſhewed 
more probably to have been ſent from 
thoſe of the Eaſt) if thoſe, who ſenc 


them, and they had addreſſed themſelves - 
to him in a peacefull and ſubmiſlive, 


and notina proudand peremptory man- 
ner. 
As concerning this Queſtion remain-- 
ing not fully determined, (and fo , that 
it was free for every Biſhop to hold and 
praiſe what he pleaſed within his own 
Dioceſſe , and without. any one to have 
Power to reſtrain him, or judge bim for 
it) ſeeing there was no general! Councell 
afſembled till ſong after St. Cyprians 
time ; and yet many were both condem- 


ned for Heretiques and Schiſmatiques in . 


and before his time , and accounted ſuch 
through the whole Church , for other- 


' wiſe this cuſtome-of Rebaptizing them. 


could. not have been treated in. thoſe 
times: it is manifeſt, that before any ge- 


nerall Councel was celebrated, there was. 


ſome determinate efftcacions means to 


know , what was Orthodox., and what- 
was Hereticall, Now this muſt either 


have been the univerſall ancient cuſtome, 


conſent, and. tradition of the Chriſtian. 


world, . 


©", 
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world, or the definition of the Biſhop of 
Rome, or the minde of the lawful Biſhops. 
of the Catholique Church delivered re- 
ſpe&ively in different. Provinces and Na- 
tions, by Natiorall Councels (or 'other= 
wiſe) and agrecing all together. Now 
before the Councell of V:ce- all this was- 
done in this pratice of Nen-rebaptiza-. 
tion, as we have *already proved. There- 
fore though the laft Complement of-De- 
termination was not given by a Generall. 
Councell, yet there: was: determination 
ſufficient to render thoſe-Hereriques,who 
contradicted it. When therefore St. 4- 
2xftin ſpeaks of this laſt determination by 
a General Councel, he ſpeaks-not gf it, as. 
in all caſes neceſſary, to give a fuſicient 
determinatzon to Points and PraQtices in 
Religion, but as the laſt and fulleſt of all. 
the reſt, and which ultimately renders. 
thoſe , who hold againſt it, inexcufable. 
For we have feen , that. even while this. 
Queſtion was neither thus defined, nor 
the ſpeculative truthrof it found out, yet- 
the ſole cuftome of the Chriſtian workd- 
was ſafficzient both-to eftabliſh Chriſtzans 
m the belief: of it, and:to preſerve tliem 
fronrthe force of all the novel! x 
WAICH . 
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which were preſſed againſt it: Nondaum 
autem fattum erat { plenarium Concilium) 
ſed conſnerudins robore tenebatur orbits ter= 
rarum; & hee ſola opponebatur inducere 
wvolentibus novitatem, quia non-poterant a= 
prehendere veritatem, © It (a-Generalb. 
* Councel) was not yet celebrated, but 
* the.world was heldup., or kept toge- 
*ther,by the ſtrength of Cuſtome;, which 


«alone was oppoledto thoſe, who-ſtrove: - 


« to bring in Novelty, becauſe-they were ' 
© not able to apprehend the Truth. Thus 
St, Augnſtin, now cited. Whence. moſb 
evidently: appears a large diſparity be-- 
twixt the-caſe of Stephex and St Cyprian, . 
in excqmmunicating thoſe, who oppoſed. 
their periwaſion. For though , St. Au 
guſtin ſay , that this Queſtion was not 
then'determined, and that the Biſhops - 
arenot to be judged and: condemned by: 
other Biſhops , even ticir lawtull ſupert- 


ours, in Queſtions not determined , yet - 


unlefſe we make bim conrradit himſelf, 
we muſt underftar.d rkis huiy Doctor to 
Mean- this, either w{.ca there-be. onely 
diſputable and. probahie- Arguments on 
both {ides , or that the Practice it lelt is 
particular ©: Youbtfull,, or.thac the 1pe- 
ER 3” cuative.: 


—_— 
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culative diffi-ulties even againſt the uni- 
verſall. practice ,, ſeem to ſome ſo clear 
and unanſwerable , that they perſwade 
them to call.the lawfulneſſe of that Pra. 
Rice into queſtion, and induce them to 
think, that it is crept in by corruption, 
and not derived trom the Apoſtles: and 
whileſt they chus queſtion the Pradctice, 
it is not definitively declared and pro- 
pounded to bean Apoſtolicall Practice; 
which was the preſent caſe of St. Cyprian. 
St. Aug»ſtin, we lay , is to be underiiood 


' in theſe caſes. that i hoſe wl.o ſhould ex- 


communic:te thoſe Biſkops, who detend 
that ancient umveriall Praftice, andthe 
Doctrine whereupon it is grounded, 


| ſhould proceed tyrannically and unjuſtly; 


bur St. Agftiz1s not by any means, nor 
cannot be underitood.to ſpeak of a law- 
full ſuperior power to.all ather Biſhops, 
who undoubtedly efteeming that univer. 
fall Cuftome, or Practice, Apoſtolicall, 
(becauſe no time or place can be deſigned 
where it begun) uſes all means, even of 
Excommunication it ſelf, when he judges 
it neceſſary, to preſcrve that Cuſtome en-- 
tire, till 4 more full examination and de- 
finition be made about ir. For otherwiſe 
every 
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every particular Biſhop might at his 
pleaſure, upon certain pretended dif- 
ficulties , cal{ an univerſall cuſtome of 


the vitible Church, not defined in a_ 


general] Councel}, into queſtion, and 
proceed in practice contrary to it, and 
there were no means to reſtrain him; 


cill the matter were brought to a ge- . 


neral Councel : and then , for the firſt 
| 300. years, before. any ſuch Conncell 
was gathered,or could be gathered, every 
Biſhop had the faid freedom , and there 
was no way'to corre him ; and St. Ax- 
guſtin teaching and defending the force 


f that univerſal cuſtome, defends alſo | 
Stephens proceeding in defending it. - 


And YVincentins Lirinenfis cap. 9. ſpeaking 


of the firſt violation of this cuſtome,ſayes 


thus, Quondam igirnr venerabilu mene- 
rie Agrippinus, Carthagintnſis Epiſcopns, 
primus ommum mortalium, contra divinum 


Canonem, contra univerſalis Ecclefie regu. 


lam contra ſenſum omninm Corfacerdotum, 
contra morem @ inſtituta majorum rebaptt= 
zandum eſſe cenſebat. © Long ago, faith 
* he, Agrippinas of venerable meinory, 
* Biſhop of Carthage, the firſt of all men 
* living, againſt the divine Canon, 

againſt 
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| ec again(t che rule of theuniverſal Church, 


« againſt the tenet of all his fellow-Bi- 
« ſhops, againſt che cuſtome and decrees 


| © of his Predeceſfours, thought that Re- 


© baptization was to be uſed- Que pre- 
[amptio tantum mali-invexit, ut non ſolu! 
Hereticts onmmbns' formam ſacrilegrs , ſed 
etiart quibuſdam Gathilicis kecafionem 
prebuerit errori;. | ** Which preſumpti- 
«on, faith this eloquent and: ancient 
«© Authour, brought in ſo muctrevill, thar 
© it gave not onelya form of fſacriledge 
* to Heretiques,- but afforded:al{aan oc- 
* caſt@n of errour;to fame; Gatholiques: 


1 And yet all this, according to Pe arrrn 
faultleſſe, 


ment, muſt have been free arid fa 


| yea, and no-way to be corrected, or re- 
| ptehended, jin_Agrippinas , the queſtion 


bavins then never brett defined by a 
Es ', And — 


| riot onely defends, but moſt highly ,ex- 


tolls the pious and pure. zeal of Pope 
Stephen, (which we ſhall preſently treat) 
and thence comes again, to'our putpoſe, 
to the cuſtome of the Church;  Deniqae 
in Epiſtol4, que tunc ad Africam miſſa 
eft, idem his vertis ſanxit. Nuhil inno- 


. vandum, niſi quod traditum. eft : Intells= 


gebat 
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gebat enim vir ſanftus & prudens, nihit | 


. 


alimd ratienem pictatis admittere , wifi at | 


omria, que fide a patribus ſuſpepra forent, 
ealem fide filits confignarentur. © Final- 
* ly ſaith he , in the Epiſtle which was 
* ſent to Africa, the ſame { Stephen ) de- 
* creed intheſe words, Ler nothing be in- 
' * novated, bur chat which is delivered,(by 


© tradition.) For this holy and prudent | 


* man underſtood, that rhe rule of piety 
« admitted nothing elſe, then that all 
* things which were received by faith 
* from_ our Forefathers., by the ſame 
* faicrh ſhould .be committed to our 
© Children. bo 
Now if it had been entirely in the free 
power of every Biſhop to do, or held, 
whatſoever he pleaſed, why ſhould Liri- 
»enfis have praifed Stephen for conſtitu- 
ting ſucha reſtraining decree, whereby 
he cook that liberty from them : And if 


Stephen were to be praifed in that decree, 


then all thoſe who violated it, were to be 
judged: offenders , andif they proceeded 
to exorbitancy , why might Szephen alſo 
not have been praiſed tor uſing even the 
cenſure of Excommunication to reftrain 
them ? Atthe leaſt St, Aguſtin excuſes 
| Stephen 


PR*Qs 
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' Stephen (as *we have proved above)from 
| allSchiſme, even whileſt he judged thoſe 


Rebaptizers to be excommunicated ; 


which cannot ſtand , if it had followed 


from his dorine,that excommunicating, 
or threatening Excommunication , for 
holding andpraRiſing that errour , had 
been <chiſmaricall. And if you give cre- 
dit to Lirinenſis(as we doubt not but you 
do) you muſt acknowledge, that-you dif- 
race *t. Cyprian not a little , in making 
im{asyou doin this Paragraph) account 
Stephen te:proceed tyrannically , in iſſu- 
ing-out ſacha reſtraining and coercive de- 
cree or command , againſt thoſe of his 
party : whereby theit liberty aſſigned to 
them by St. Cypriax was taken away 2 
which Zirinenſss praiſeth ſo much in this 
ſentence. | 
You ſpend many lines in. preſing 
again and again this Argument again 
us, viz. That if St. Cyprian, accordin 
to Saint A#gyſtins interpretation of his 
words, thought, chat Biſhops were not 
to be judged by other Biſhops in'matrers 
not fully decermined, but to be left to 
their own freedom , and for this reaſon 
would not judge, or exclude any who 
Ng contradicted 
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contradicted bim in 4his particular mat- | 


ter of Rebaptuzation , ſeeing Saint Ay- 
guſtin affirms, that this of Rebaptization 
was noc then determined, but examined 
and -diſpured, ſome bolding_ ic, and 
others denying it , both he and St. Cy- 
prian muit condemn Stephen for Excom- 
municarzng thoſe Biſhops and Provinces, 
who beld againft him in this undetermi- 
ned point..-; And; -bence you'prels it fur» 
ther to your preſent purpoſe, that ſeeing 
St. Auguſtin excules'St. Cyprian from 
ſchiſme , becauſe: he-did not- Excommu- 
nicate thoſe, who contradicted him in 
this difficult and doubtfull queſtiony mui 
alſo conſequently, by: the rule of con» 


traries, imply, that Stephen was! guilty | 


of ſchiſme for doing quite contraty to 
St. Cyprian, in Excommunicating thoſe 
of the Eaſt for contradicting him in ir, 


before it wasfully. determined. This to | 


my beſt conceiving your words, is the full 


force, of your-argument ; and it is well 


deſerving an anſwer, 

Firſt , - therefore we anſwer , that 
though the queſtion itſelf were difputed 
andapitated-in the Church, yer the ipras 
Cice of not-Rebaptizing was clear and 


out 
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#F outofqueſtion,, at keaſt by St. (ypriar 


and his party ; who granted it to be an 
Ancient, Univerſall practice, though, as- 
hechought, not Apoſtolicall,, Now for 
as much as can be gathered: (for ought 
we yet have ſeen) from the relation of 
Stephens proceedings , his prohibition 
his threat of Excommunication ; an 

acuall Excommunicating thoſe of the 
Eaſt , was the aRual infringing:of this 
ancient cuſtome by Rebaptizarion, &c, 
and for the diſobeying of his command 
in this. For whatſoever might be dif- 
puted againſt it by particular Do&ours, 
yet ſeeing it was an-univerſall, ancient 


| practice, Pope Stephen would have it to 
 beobſerved, till the whole matter were 


fully determined by the Church. $o 
thatif this can be proved , Stephen Ex- 
communicated, none at all for diſputing 
the,queſtion, or. holding contrary opini- 


 onsto him and others init, but for actu- 


ally proceeding in practice by Rebaptiza- 

tion, as thoſe of the Eaſt did, according 

to the opinion which they held-in this. 

For the matter bejng. yet in diſpute, and 

many .mQre, as.St. Augnſtin now Cited, 

witneſſech , holding wich Srephes, Hen 
| wit 


becauſe St. Cyprian would have been io 
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with St. Cyprian init , whatſoever mens 
particular reaſons perſwaded chem, was 
not to be eſteemed ſocertain, that con- 
trary to the opinion of other as wife, 
learned, and holy as chey were, and much 
more in number , they ſhould proceed 
to a contrary practice, unuſed and un- 
heard of amongft Chriſtians, The ex- 
communication therefore was for their 

diſobedience in praice (which was cer-. 
tain and naqueſtionable, ) and not for 
their particular opinions, which were 
diſpured and doubtfall. The diſparity 
therefore berwixt S:ephers and St. Cypre- 
«1:5 Cafes conlifts in this, that St. Cyprian 
would not excommunicate any for hold- 
ing an opinion in this againſt him, in a 
matter diſputable and undetermined ; 
and Stephen would and did excommnni- 
cate thoſe, who broke for their particular 
Opinion ina doubtfull point, an undoubt- 
ed, Univerſall , and Ancient Practice: 

which diſparity granted, it follows not, |' 
that Srephen was either to be cenſured as 
args unjuſtly and uncharicably, or 
(much lefſe) condemned of Schiſme for 
excommunicating others , for one thing, 1 


for 
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for excommunicating others for a quite 
other cauſe. Now that Srephens com. 
mand and excommunication were con- 


| cerning the violation of this practice one- 


ly, and not for the ſpeculation it ſelf, ap- 
pears (ſo faras weare able to judge) evi- 
dencly. For firſt, the reaſon which Sre- 
phey gives in Exſebixs of his excommuni- 
cating thoſe of the Faſt, is onely the 
contrary praftice, Qzia Hereticos bapti- 
2ant ; Becauſe they. baptize Heretiques. 
Secondly, his command recited by St. Cy- 
prian, is onely concerning praQtice. N;- 
hil innevetur , nfs quod traditum eft , ut 
manus eis imponantur ad panitentiam. 
** Let noting be innovated , but onely 
©* that hands be impoſed upon them to 
* penance. ' Thirdly, St. Angaſtin now 
cited, ſayes thus, Stephan autem etiam 


 abſtinendos putaverat , qui ae ſuſcipiendrs 


Hereticis priſcam conſuetudinem ronvellere 
conabantur.  ** Stephen allo thought, 
* that thoſe were to be exommunicated, 
© or abſtained, who endeavoured to vio- 


« [ate the ancient cuftome in receiving of 


« Heretiques. Fourthly, becauſe St. Cy- 
prian, and thoſe with him, though of a 
contrary opinion from Stephen, and the 


- Bb greater 
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oreater part of the Biſhops , were not 


excommunicated by Srephex : which was ' 


a manifeſt argument , that Srephens ex- 
communication was not inflicted for 
holding the ſole opinion of Rebaptiza= 
tion, (which St. Cyprian and his did) and 
that they abſtained , till the matter were- 
more fully determined, and their difficul- 
ties ſatisfied from violating the former 
pratice by aCtuall Rebaptization, (afcer 


they had received Stephexs command) at 


leaſt publique and notorious , either be- 
cauſe the occaſion offered not it it ſelf in 
choſe ſhort and troubleſome times of per- 
ſecution, ; or becauſe they bare reſpe&t 


to the command of Srzephern in pradtice, 


whatſoever their ſpeculative and uncer- 
rain oPinion dittated to them again it, 
Thus the African Biſhops carried them- 
ſelves in practice conformable to Pope 


_ _ Zozimws aboutthe Councell'of. Sardire*s 


decree for appeals, which he citedin the 
name of the Nicene Conncel, though 
they could not finde any ſuch decree, af- 
cer many diligences ufed amongft thoſe 
of the Councell of Nite. Atid'Dimy/i- 
us Alexandrinas', though ſpeculatively 
favouring the opinion of Rebaptization; 

| yet 
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yet in._praQtice , as he relates. himſelf in 
Euſeb. lib.4. cap. 8, 9. hePproceeded ac- 
cording t6 Stephens command +, and the 
common cuſtome. 7 

Now though it could be proved , that 
Stephens Excommunication might be ex- 
tended, even to ſuch as defended pub- 
liquely and peremptorily Rebaptization, 
yet the caſes of Stephen and St. Cyprian 
are very different. For'St. Cyprians opi- 
nion had neither antiquity, norpradtice, 
nor cuſtome, nor {6 greata number of 
Biſhops forit by many degrees; as Ste- 
phens had. For the far greater part then, 
and all cheir more ancient Predeceſſours, 
through the whole Church, were of Sze- 

wer perſwaſion : whereas St. Cyprian 
d but ſome of Africa, and Firmilian, 
and others, ſome of the Eaſt, who ſided 


with then; ſome, and'thoſe very few, 


of theit latter Predeceſſours , and none of 
che more Aricient; ' So that if we reſpe&t 
the ſole externall authority for St. Cy- 


\ priazs Opinion, it was no way able to | 


ſway the judgementof any prudent man 
65 Tabracs fe That therefore which 


| pave ia fairſhew' of truth , wereonely 
certain UiMealt reafons againſt the other 
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perſwaſion, which at the firſt ſight could 
not be ſolved; though within a ſhort 
proceſſe of time the fallacy was diſcover- 

| ed, and thetruth found out, as St. Augu- 
ftin witneſſes: nay , notwithſtanding all 
that was ſaid againſt Srephens perſwaſi- 
on, the Authority of St. {yprians party 
was ſo inconfiderable , that even whileſt 
they oppoſed it , the” whole Chriſtian 
world was eſteemed to agree with 
Stephen, as we ſhall preſently ſee. 

For the Doctrine of receiving thoſe, 
who were baptized by Heretiques, with- 
out rebaptization , may be conſidered in 
four different ſtates. The firſt was in 
the-univerſall cuſtom and tradition of it 
amongſt Chriſtians, betore'it was called 
into queſtion. The ſecond, the retenti- 
on of it by the Chriftian world, eyen 
whileſt it was :called into queſtion: by 
ſome. .. The third, thefinding it out to, | 
be true, and diſcovering the. fallaciouſ- 
neſs of the Arguments, which by ſome 
were brought againſt it, even; by thoſe 
who brought them, andupon that 'diſco- } 
very . their relinquiſhing .the contrar 
opinion, and conforming.chem(elves bot 
in ſpeculation and praCtice to the gene- 

rall 
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rall and ancient cuſtome: Fourthly, the 
confirmation of it, and the reje&jon of 
the contrary Dofrine in the Occume- 
nicall Councell of Nice. Inevery one . 
of theſe ſtates, even whileſt it was deeply 
yo by ſome, it ſtill retained by 
orce of Cuſtome, to be the Tenet of the . 
Chriſtian world: and though ſpecula- 
tively it was made diſputable, becauſe the 
difficulties were great , which were 
againſt it, yet practically it was held cer- 
tain amonglt the generality of Chriſti- 
ans, by reaſon thatit had been received 
by univerſall Tradition , whileſt the-con- 
trary ' opinion never gained to haye 
more, then by the ſhew of ſeeming plau- 
fible reaſons, to cauſe a futuation and 
wavering in the mindes of ſome againft 
the generall Tradition; and a private 
perſwaſion 'in others, that it was to be 
altered. | 

All this, which I have here delivered, 
is moſt clearly taught by St. Aguſtin, 


lib. 2. Contr. Donatiſh, cap. $. where 


ſpeaking 'of the generall Councell of 
Nice ,” he fayes thus, Nondum autem 
fattum erat, quiu conſuetudints robore te- 
nebatur orbu terrarum ; & kec ſola oppo- 

3 nebatur 
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nebatur inducere. volentibus movitatem, 
quia non poterant apprehendere veritatem ; 
| Poſtea werd. dum inter multes ex utraque 
parte trattlatur & queritur , yon ſolun 
mnventa eſt, ſed etiam ad plenarij Concilij 
authuritatem roburque perdutta ; poſt {, y- 
priani quidem paſſionem, ſed antequam nes 
| ati eſſemns. It (the Councell of Nice} 
Was not yet celebrated, becauſe the world 
was held up, or eftabliſhed, by the ftirength 
of Cuſtom , (here is mentioned the firſt 
ſtate. of Stephens Tenet, viz. Ancient 
and Univerſal Cuſtome and Frodiepe) 
and this alone was appeſed againſt thoſe, w 
deſired to FP? Nets w w/c 
they could not Prins Verity. , (Her 
was the ſecond, That Tradition aver- 
Fraged ihe particular reaſons of vrivate 
perions, raiſed up againſtit;), Tet after 
3: was treated and ſought into amongſt; ma- 
» on both ſides, it was not onely found, 
(Here you ſee a third ſtate, the: finding 
out the truth ofthis Tradition,), bat was 
alſo brought to the authority and. firength 
of a plenary , & generall Connell, (This 
_ he lait.and moſt fully defined ſtate 
OT It; 

From theſe excellent words of this holy 

_  Doctour, 
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DoRour, we draw theſe Truths, in con+- 


. firmation of what we. have already ſaid, 


and of our DoErine againſt you. Frit, 
Thar before a general! Councell be ce- 


.ſebrated for the determination of points_ 


in Religion, there may. be the conſent of 
the whole Chriſtian world in that very 
point, which it afterwards defines. Non- 
dam antem' fatium erat , (Concilium) 
quia tenebatur orbis terrarum, &c, Se- 
condly, That this conſent of the whole 
Chriſtian world in any point of Religion, 
isan eſtabliſhment of Chriſtians in thar. 
point , .Tencbatur owrbis terrarym, &C.. 
Thirdly , That univerſall Tradicion, 
Cuſtome , and Practice of Chriſtians in 
” matter of Religion, is ſufficient, to 
bold them conſtant.ia.the profeſſion and' 
'belief of that. /praRice.  (o/yc19di- 


9%. rahore tenchatur orbis terrarum. 


'Fourtbly, Fhat it is ſufficient for Catho- 
| liques-.to oppoſe. the. ſole. Univerſall 
Cyſtome of the whole. Chriſtian world, 
again(t all who endeavour to ipfringe it. 
Et hec ſola opponebatur- inducere volenti- 
bus novitatem. Fifthly, That the oppo- 
fition made by St. Cyprian and thoſe of: 
his party, no in the opinion of 

Ef Bb 4 Sr, 
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St. Ano»ſiin, that Qlill thoſe, who ad- 
hered to Stephen in defence of that Anci- 
ent univerſall Tradicion, were deſerved[y 
ſiled orbss terravum , the whole Chriſtian 
world, Sixthly , that notwithſtanding 
St. Cyprian ſaid , That this Tradition was 
a corruptics and abuſe , crept into the 
Church, ana no Apeſtelicall Tradition, Cy- 
prian. Ep. ad Pompeium. And Firmiki- 
an, That the Tradition of the Eaſt Church 
was the cintrary, and that this, maintained 
by theſe of Rome,was a meer humane T ra- 
dition, Firmilian. Ep. ad Cyprian. yet be- 
cauſe they neither did , nor could ſhew 
when it preciſely begun , and it was uni- 
verſally obſerved, before they oppoſed it, 
time out of minde, it was, according to 
St. Auguſtin, to prevail in the mindes of 
Chriſtians, as an Apoſticall, Divine, and 
uncorrupted Tradition, and to have 


ftrengch ſufficient to eſtabliſh the Church 


init: Conſuetudinss robore tenebatnr orbis 
zerrarum, * Seventhly , That notwith- 
ſtanding all the fair, bur falſe, pretenſions 
from Scripture, which St. Cyprian and his 
 Councels brought againſt it , it ſtill ſtood 
as a wall of defence unſhaken to prote&t 


the Catholique Church, in the dotine, 
* and 
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and obſervance of it : Er hec ſola appone- 


batur inducere wolentibus movitatem. 


Eighthly , chat ſeeing this univyerſall pra- 


| Rice was ſo ſtrongand impregnable,that 
the whole Church was ſecured and eſta- 


bliſhed by the ſtrength of it , who can ra- 
tionally condemn or blame, and not ra- 
ther , with: Vincentias. Lirinenſss bighly 
praiſe. him , and that: the very Donatiſts 
themſelves confeſs, that he adminiftred 
the office of his Popedom :/bate, with- 


out blemiſh, and deſerved to be ftiled 
Sani#xs,an Holy Biſhop and Martyr, and 


that not- onely the Weſt , but the Eaſt 


* Church alſo , Celebrate his Feaſt with a. 


moſt hight reverence to his holy.and hero. 
ick actions, which Z:rinenſis give him, in 
proceeding even to | excommunicate a- 


Sainſt thoſe, who endeavoured.co violate 


this cuſtome : for in the violation of that 
they battered the -bulwark and fortreſs of 


the Catholique Church. Ninthly, hence - 
we ſee clearly the difference betwixt the 
caſe of St: Cyprian , who had confeſſedly 
no ſuch cuſtome for him, and thag of Sce- 
phen ; that it would have been gyranny, 
and occaſionally , or interpretively ſchi{-- 
- maticall in him , to have-excommunica- 
emp — Oh Bb.5, red 
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ted thoſe who contradicted him. in de-. 
fence of this. Catholique praQtice- and 
tradition,” becauſe it would both have. - 
cauſed a command to.revoke that excom- j; 
municationfrom ſuperiour-authoricy,the- | 
rejection whereof would have been for-. 
mall Schiſmein St. Cypriay., and might: 
have been interpreted an Excommuniratis. - 
on for keeping- due Cathdlique Communic 
in maintaining this ancient- Catholique- 
praQtice; andinvolvedan interpretative- 
obſtinate rejetion of the command of- 
Srephen to the contrary, and conſequent- 
ly of his authority , and thereby a ſepa- 
ration from the Church , which we have 
above proved to be Schiſmaticall:; where- 
as Stephen did what he had done in de- 
fence of Catholique Communion anduni- 
 formity, and agreement. amongſt Chri- 
ſtians in the generalliobſervance: of the. 
ancient. univerſall-cuftome through the 
whole- Church, Tenthly , hence ap- 
pears.in what ſenſe Saint. Auguſtin faid; 
That this. Queſtion was notfully defined; 
but diſputed and agitated-in St; Cyprians 
time- For he can. have po-other meaning - | 
(if wemake bim, ſpeak. wirchout- contra-. 
diction, as we mult, and be certainly did). 
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then this; that the ſpeculative Reaſons 
alledged againft this practice , were agi- 
tated amongſt many, though the practice 
were certain; yet it was for thoſe Rea- 
ſons denied to be Apoſtolicall by ſome ; 
The laſt determination therefore added 
to.it, was that of the Councel of Nice, 
wherein this pratice was embraced as an - 
Apoſtolicall Tradition , and. declared to 
be ſuch to thewbole Church... |, + 
__ And: hence your: Argument is fully 
ſolved, by ſhewing that St. Cypriaz had - 
heen exceedingly blame-worthy , had he - 
excommunicated. others- for diſſenting 
from him in this matter then,icalled-into | 
queſtion by him; and Srepher blameleſle - 
or -excommunicating thoſe, who viola- 

ted (as he then moſt cruly. thought and * 
taught) to be an Apoſtolicall Tradition 
and Divine truth. For if the þ ppt | 
by ſome few the univerſall and immemo. - 
riall Cyſtomes of the Church, could be a 
ſufficient reaſon to obſtrud the exerci- 
fing--the full.. obſervance and belief of , 
them, the gate will be laid open toallun- 
certainties; andall conſtancy'in Chriſti. 
anPraftices and Faith will be ſhaken. . 

 * Though. therefore. the Decree: of the | 
Eos ES = 
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General! Covuncell. of Nice had not been - 
yetenacted, yet the truth of this que- 
ftion was found out, as St. Anſtiy ac- 
knowledges in the forefaid words,- and } 
is made manifeſt by Diony ſix and Saint | 
Hiercme above cited; and all the - Bi- 
ſhops both of the Eaſt and Africa, whe 
had adbered to Firmilian and: ve. {y- 
prian , diſcovered and: revoked' their er- 
rqur, and reunited themſelves to Srephey, 
and to the Chriſtian world, (as St _Au- 
guſtin ayes). adhering to him. And aſl 
this was effeted (as St. Hierome wits 
nefles) by- the- force 6f the univerſall 
practice obſerved' amongſt their Prede- 
cellours. Hieronym. contra Lucifer. 
verſ. finem. Demque illi ip Epiſcops qui 
rebaſtizandos cum eo (Cypriano) ftatu- 
erant, ad antiquam conſuetudinem revoly- 
23, movum emiſere decretum; nid: faci- 
mu ? tra & nebss majores noſtri, & illths 
ſui tradidere majores. © Laſtly ,- faith } 
*«St.' Hierome, thoſe very Biſhops, who 
4. had decreed with-him;, (St: Cyprizn) | 
*« returning again | to their ancient- Cu. -} 
** {tome publiſhed a new Dectee.' What 
«© do we?: Thus our - Predeceffours-delk. 
a vered to 0s, and theirs to-them; to 
- UK, 
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& wit, tothoſe who denied Rebaptiza- 
* tion. Thistruth therefore having'been 
fo fully diſcovered, and profeſſed by all 
the Biſhops and people of the: viſible 


Church , even before the Councell of 


Nice, what Chriſtian can doubr, that ic- 
had been not onely in/o/evt madneſs (as 
St. Auguſtin affirms) to queſtion , or 
diſpute againſt it, but no leſs. then the 
crime of Hereſie obſtinately to contra... 
dict it, and conſequently that before 


the Councel of N:ce, there was ſufficient 


ground given to Excommunicate- any, 
who after this agreement of the whole- 
Chriſtian world, ſhould have either Re- 
baptized Heretiques, or maintained, that: 
they were to be Rebaptized. Nay, even 
before this truth was fo fully diſcovered: 
and univerſally agreed upon by all par- 
ties, ſeeing it was- moſt- manifeſt, that. 


it bad been not many years before uni- 


verſally practiſed and believed by all the 
Biſhops of the viſible Church , *though- 
ſome few moved ſpeculative difficulties- 
againſt it , which ſtartled others, not: 
being well able to ſolve them at the firſt: 
hearing ,_ yet tlie contradiQing that unj- 
verſall praftice and belief; vpon the meer- 

Pro-- 
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Propoſition of new difficulties (accord. 
ing to the Maximes of crue Church.Go- 
-verament) required both: a command to 
have that practice obſerved , andan Ex- 
communication of thoſe who pertinaci- 


oully infringed that. command, - 


\ 


Sy ©'7, 7. 
«4 "be ſeventh Miſconcip Haven, 


E:. 19. 


FE endour anſwer;to all you have 
vv ar5po with the- _ 
bs Mikonceipe.. You affirm 

rr rn _ fore-cited wards accuſe 
Stepben. the Rope as. Schiſmaticall , for 
excompmunicating thoſe. Biſhops., who- 
held Reboptiarion of Heretjques: wheve- 
in the thing it ſelfis.teve; :wx. /thatſome- 
for holding too peremptorily that errour 
were excommunicated by him, v5z.thofe- 
of the Eaft, and among thereft, as: we- 
have ſaid; Firmilian, which-is: lwfkciently 
roved: by. the words of - Fixmilian. cited 
| en Butto affirm, that any'/Cacha-- 
e Biſhdp of cliole times, ntianel- 
. that: wo mir Or Near 


ales, or evir ſince, accounted = 
phen a Schilmarique, isoneof the the theſe 
deals car edt That- 
ould from pen nated: = 
% , - 


1s he 


it) in the. whole carriage of- that. affair > 
Why did D 70nyfus Alexanadrinus inter- 
cede to him for the: abſolution of Firmi- 


lian, and thoſe of the Eaſt of his party, 
_ -aswitneſſeth Exſebins libr,7. Hiftor, cap. 


: 4. and St. Hierome de Scriptoribus Ecceſi- 
afticis , in Dionyſro. And why. did 


whole Chuch, fave ſome few tainted with 


that errour, an&excommunicated by him 


i for it, communicate with him? Nay, 


-why did St. Cyprian himſelf that implaca- 


-ble deteſter of Schiſme:, and: his- Col- 


* 


"a 


teagues continue to their very deaths in 


_ his Communion ? ſeeing they knew it 
was Schiſmaticall to communicate with. 


Schiſmatiques> Andcertainly St. Cypri- 
an for his part was as ready ito. have fuf- 


Fered Martyrdom ,” rather then tochave 
- communicated ' with a - Schiſmatique, 
as he was, and did gloriouſly ſuffer it, 
'rather then to relinquiſh the Chriſtian 


\ To thatwhich you urge from-St. A- 


fins words, ibr. 2. cap. 6: 8c. of St. Cy- 


prian and his Colleagues being Schiſma- 


ti ques, > 
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_—_ for that Excommunication, why 

o highly commended by Vincentizs 
Lirinen ſis (who could not be ignorant of 


. 4 _ 
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| tiques, If they had excommunicated their 
| - Bret bren for denying Rebaptizamton , &C- 


We anſwer, that it is very true, that they 


; had been Schiſmatiques in that caſe i1- 
F riative and occaſionaliter at leaſt, not, as 


you imagine, preciſely for an unjuſt Ex- 
communication oe , or under that ſole 
notion, but becauſe St. Cyprian and his 


| party could not have excommunicated 
thoſe 


of the contrary opinion , without 


ſeparating himſelf, in thoſe circumſtances 
wherein he then was from the whole vili- 


ble Church , which communicated with 
Stephen,and all the other Catholick Patri- 
archs, even in the-contrary do&rine and 
practice. So that the others with Cy- 


| Prian being but a party , and having all 
* | thechief Paſtoursand.cheir flocks againft 
them, would preſently have brought a 
Schiſme into the Church, as being aſiding 
with one party againſt the body of the 


whole Church. For whoſoever in this _ 


caſe had been caſt out of the Church by 
. St. Cyprian, would preſently have appeal- 
. ed to- his higher Prelates and Patriarchs, 

that he was excommunicated for commu- 


nicating with them and theirs : and they 


muſt have vindicated him againſt St. Cy- 
prian 


þ 
iz 


them coreſtore him again to Communi. 
on: Which if, be had obſtinately refuſed, 


and rejeced-their Authority , he had. G 
ſeparated | himſelf from the whole þ. 


Church, and ſo becomea formall Schiſ. 
matique. 
To excuſeyour ſelyes from faying,chat 


Stephen was a Schiſmatique, you anſwer, | 


that one a& Schiſmatica}l, or of formall 
'Schiſme , is not enough to produce an 


habit, or to denominate one a Schiſma- * 


tique ; ; becauſe habits are acquired by 
frequentation of -a&ts: and. no man. is 
faid to bea Drunkard,, v. gy. for having 


.been oneedrunk. Bur, firſt, this doQrine | 
reliſheth much more of Moral Philoſo- 


phy, then of true Divinity, /\ For though 


in acquited: natural}, and mo» | 


paſt babies. yet it'ha*s no place atalll in 


tnfuſcd ſupernaturallhabics, fuch as that | 


of Chriſtian Faith. Hope,Cbarity ,&c. are. 
For who can deny , that wh 
. citesone a@ of true Faith, is not t 


denominated :Fidelzs, 'one 'of the Faith- 
full > or he who exerciſeth ane at of: | 


Charity, or Love of God, is not Ami- 
cu Dea, Gods triend and childe ' of 
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'prien.and his party, and commanded | 
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| God? and contrariwiſe , theſe Habits 


_ 


are loſt byevery mortal ſin of Infidelity, 


| Hereſie, or Hate of God; and by thoſe 
{. very acts, which deſtroy the ſaid ſperna- 


. turall Habits , oneis truly denominated 


an Infidell, an Heretique , an Enemy of 
God, &c. otherwiſeit would follow, that 
one might for want of frequentation of 


| aRs , neither be reckoned amongſt" the 
faithfull , nor amongſt the unfaichfull, 


that one might-be neither a friend , nor 
an enemy of God, &c. In like manner 
exery formall a& of Schiſine makes one 
a formal] Schuſmazique, otherwiſe one 
ight; be in denomination. a Chriſtian, 

cage 4 formall AG of Sebi, o 
gr- of ſeparation. trom.the Church , god 
vet be neither C 


Ly 


-atholique nar Sctulma- 


% : # 


 Lque. . Secing therefore you accule Fte- 


phen of an-a& of forma)l Schiſme, you 
muſt make him a Schiſmarique. . Second- 


' ly, though this your doRrine of Habits 


had been true, yet you fail.io the applica- 
tion of it : For you, .in your; Principles, 
muſt confeſle, that Sceghen committed 


., not One onely, . but many, and.very many 


| 


ads of -Schiſme, both in aſſuming a pow- 
er over his Brethren, not due co hum , and 


im 
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in uſing it tyrannically , and in giving 
decrees and commands againſt the free- 
dom of the Biſhops , and in excommuni- 
cating ſo many Churches and perſons,and 
in proceeding ſo inhumanely with the Le- 
cates ſent to him, &c. andin continuing, 
reiterating, and confirming theſe and the 
hkeaQs many times over. ah 
The Lines, which next follow, are | 
ſpentin a fole repetition of what had 
been ſaid and. cited before, and we an- 
ſwered, To prove, that ſome Chriſtian | 
pen had acevunted Pope Stephen a Schife 
matique ; you cite St.' Cyprian , Epiſt. 
74. weanſwered, that thoſe words, $4» 
cerdotes Dei, &c. are not in Eraſmus his | 
Edition, and ſono certain proof. You | 
ſay, he was , according,to St. Cypria, | 
A friend of Heretiques; and conſequently 
| of Schiſmatiques ;' and ſo by bring a friend 
| of Schiſmatiques communicates with them, 
and by that communion became a Schiſma- 
 tique : and yet, though we - count one 
another ſchiſmatiques , we doubt not 
but you are our friends, -and we hope 
you think 'the ſame'of us, without all 
communion able to make one another 
_ ſchiſmatiques. Thirdly , you fay, that 
St, 
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' The ſeventh Miſconceipt diſcovered, $73 
' St. Cyprian kept communion with Firmi- 


lian, thongh we account him Excommuni- 
cated. Therefore why might he nat keep 
communion with Stephen, though he ac- 
counted him 4 Sciſmatique ? Weanſwer, 
That we read of no other communion 
betwixt Firmilian and St. Cyprian, then 
ſending a Meſſage, and receiving a Let- 
ter , and that might have been done, be- 
fore St. Cyprian underſtood of Firmilians 


Excommunication, by reaſon of the 


Sreat diſtance of place betwixt them, 
Now after St. Cyprian received that E- 
piſtle, perceiving that he held the errour 


; of the Qaarto decimani in it, and ex- 
| preſſed himſelf ſo uncharitably and diſ- 
| reſpectfully againſt Srephes (as we have 


ſhewed) it is not unlikely , that he cut 


« off all further correſpondence with him : 
' Beſide, if he had continned it by Letters 


onely, and Meſſages, it had not been 


(at leaft in thoſe dayes) forbidden by ver- - 


tue of Excommunication, - Do not we 
familiarly write and ſend meſſages to 
yon, (though we efteem you Excommu- 
nicated), and ye: conceive not, that we 
communicate with you ? 


: You ſay farther, as touching Legs 
is 


ee IE _ 
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his commendation of Srephen in this 
ri that it is not expreſſed in him 


whar we ſay) that he commends him" Þ 
the whale carriage of that affair. We an- 


fer, Thar when a Prudent and Pious 
Hiſtorian, throughly informed of what 
he writ, and not far diftant from thoſe 
times (as Lirinenſis is known by all to 
be) abſoltitely. conmends a perſon, and 
that bighly, in the cartiage of an affair, 
withour taking the leaft notice of any 
Sroſs defeR, Injury, Tyranny, &c. com- 
mitted in it, notorious to the whole 


world , as the Schiſmaticall proceeding - 
of Scephen had been, if your aſſertion | 
were true, - he is to be underftood, that, 


he carried himſelf laudably in the whole 
affair : otherwiſe fuch an HiftOrian 


would be judged partial,- and unworthy * 


of credir; which no man will yeriture to 
ay of Lirinenſis. Moreover, (what you 


deny) heexpreſly commends him in that 


yery poirit wherein you' except againſt 
him : Fot he praiſes him for thaking that 
Dectee” and Comttiand, Nihil inmve- 


tar, &c. This Decree he ſent to\AfHen, 


with obligation tb have'it' put it "extei- | 


tion and obeyed.” For othietwile it* had 
_ _ been 
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| been fooliſh to have ſent a Decree to 


| thoſe, who, he thovght, hadno obliga- 
þ tion to obey it. Now this Decree muſt 
$ be judged by you unjuſt and Tyrannical, 


becaule it deprived choſe African Biſhops 
of that freedom and liberty, which every 
one ofthem had to follow his own difta- 


| menin matters not yet defined. There. 


| fore Lirinesſis praiſed him in that 'very 
thing, which you condemn-in him. Now, 
as I have ſaid, Lirimenſis could not fight- 
| ly praiſe Stephex for doing that , which 
was beyond his power, and injurious to 


.| the Eccleſiaſtical power of other Biſhops: 


Therefore the making ſach a Decree,and 


1 _—_ it to the African Biſhops,” was 


within his power: and if he had power to 
 ena@ this Law; and inſtitute this Decree, 
thoſe to whom he ſent it, as his Law'and 
Dectee, were obliged t6 obey it; aridin 
caſe: of diſbbedithce , pertinacity , and 
contempt , he who had power to make 
that Law, had power to puniſh them for 
that difobedience': and if the difobedi- 
ence had gone ſo-far'as'it required and 
deſerved Exedinimunication, he had alſo 
powet to Excortimunicate them, atid all 
this before any full determination =_ 
, made 
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made of this point by any generall Coun-.# 
cel. Stand to Lirinenſis his authority; and Þ 
anſwer,we pray you, punctually this diffi-.F 
culty. | $49. } 
Next you come to Dionyſcus Alexan- i 
drinss, who (firſt) you ſay, might inter. 
cede for theſe Biſhops, as to an angry man, 
to pacifie his wrath. But what need had 
either Dionyſus, or thoſe Biſhops, to 
have regarded, whether Stephen were an- 
ory, or well pleaſed, if he had nothing at 
all to do with them , nor no more power 
- over them , thea they over him 2 What 
wiſe man would ſupplicate any one, much} _ 
lefſe every one for himſelf, or others, | - 
whom he knows to- be wrongfully and] | 
undeſervedly offended with them, and of} 1 
whom one hath no dependance at all?J r 
Secondly, you fay it appears not, that this] 1 
ſupplication was made. for cho/e Biſbops, | 7 
but for thoſe things, or proceedings of | tt 
Stephen, becauſe it is not v' asg mwv7wr, but | Þ: 
Tgs Teyrey ; As though the ſupplicati- | I« 
on made for others, were not concerning | 01 
them ; or as though we may. not ſuppli- | Þ: 
cate another as. well concerning perſons as | of 
things, Beſide, ſeeing in the forementi-| E3 
 oned letter of Srephento thoſe of Cappa-| UP 
| pj N docia,| fu 
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decia, &c there is no diverlity of things 
mentioned, but onely of Biſhops and 
countries, that 7#pi ='y7w muſt neceſſari- 
ly be referred to the perſons there menti- 
oned,as it is expreſſed inthe Latine tranſ- 
lation, Vr pro omnibus his Epiſccpts, &C. 
Moreover the word Jevuer > ſignifying, 
as Lexicoris render that verb , ndigeo, r6- 
of go,/applico, deſidero, careo aliqua re, con- 
n-| wemoaliquem, quarito, requiro, ſupplex 
at | deprecor, ef mihi opus, imploro, poſtals, cu- 
er} p12, peto, oro, wolo , obſecro, flagito , exoro, 
ath precibus utor, ſum indignus, ſum inferior, 
chil /i-m pauper, expeto, precibus contendo, ve- 
rs, | - 25am oro, it muſt conſequently here ſigni- 
nd} fie, (as I have already noted) that one 
off ftandsin need , or is necſlitated to have 
11>} recourſe to him by an bumble and fub- 
his | miſle petition, as to a perſon of an higher 
2s, | rank and dignity , and who hath power 
of | to aſliſt me in this my humble recourſe to 
wt | him. Though cherefore it were refer- 
ti. | red to the precedent things before menti- 
ing oned by Dion7/ius, yet becauſeit is, as you 
Mi- | bave put it «7Lv7ov, thatis, al, and every 
-as| of them, it muſt comprehend alſo, thar 
\ti-| Excommunication inflicted by Srephey 
- upon the ſaid Biſhops; and ſo muſt be a 
ia,| ſupplication to Stephen , that he would 
Cc remit. 


.S 
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remit that Excommunication to the ſaid 
Biſhops, being now penitent and revo- 
king their errour, as he had ſaid before, 


Whence appears, that your interpretati. . 


on, that this was onely to move Srephey, 
to retra& his at, which you ſuppoſe was 
injurious, tyrannicall, and ſchiſmaticall, 


is far from the matter: for then he ſhould I 


not have ſubmiſly ſupplicated him , but 
juſtly expoſtulated with him , eſpecially, 
ifhe were a perſon having no authority 
at all over thoſe, whom he had injured as 


you eſteem Srephea to have had none, | 


For we'think, you your ſelves would be 


very far now, to ſend an humble ſuppli- 


cation to the Pope, to retra the excom- 
munication, which he hath laid upon you 
and your Brethren, either for your ſelves, 
or for them, or be content, that any 
other perſon in union with the Pope, 
ſhould ſend the like ſupplication to him 
in your behalf, This ſupplication there- 
fore ſuppoſes an acknowledgement of 
Srepheas Authority over Dionyſins , and 
over all thoſe, in whoſe behalf he wrote 
it, if they knew it, or conſented to 
it. 


To our generall Anſyer to your Au-| 


thority, 


A bin find pp we Ld hens wh 


4 ig 
| womd not give the leaſt occa/70s; to it by 
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thority, you onely deny what we faid, 
without giving any other reaſon, then by 
alledging a Text of St. Auguſtin , much 
like to the former, to which we have an- 


' ſwered, andto which our faid Anſwer 


reaches, For there St, Angsſtia dif. 
putes 4 minore ad majus , thatif St. Cy- 
were ſo far from Schiſme , that he 


abſtaining others from himſelf, they were 
wholly inexcuſable , for the very ſame 
reaſon, to commit formall Schiſme 7 /e- 
parating themſelves from the whole 
Church; wherein we conſtitute the eſſence 
of Schiſme, and Saint Angyt1z with 
us. 

Thus we have endeavoured to return 
the foreſaid Miſconceipts to that origin, 
from whence (as we conceive) they firſt 
iſſued: and thereby wholly diſinabled 
your inſtance of Firmilian , groundedin 
them, from giving any the leaſt ſupport 
to your definition : and could wiſh a 
ſpeedy diſpatch of theſe indirect diſcour- 
ſes, to make a ready paſſage to the main 
Controverhie, 


CEe2 T ns 
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* 


Thi: & the @nd of our laſt reading, concern- 
ing their Argument drawn from the example of 
Fumilian, ro which we never zet (having expeft- 


c4 above a twelve-moneth) have received any 


* Anſwer at all from our eAdverſarics. 
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Schiſme unmaskt. 


In a 'Recapitulation of the 


chief Paſſages, wherein 
may be ſeen in brief the 
Sum of what hath paſſed 
in thu Confer ence. 

to colle& into a ſhort 
Abridgement ( accord- 


ing to our agreement) 


the iſſues of each different Head in this 


E think it now neceſſary 


view, what hath been ſo largely diſperſed 
in the former debates , and drawn out at 
length by force of incident diſputes, that 
ſuch Readers, as are not verſedin Logi- 
call Contentions, or Metaphyſicall For- 
malities, may be rendered capable of the 
ſubſtance in each precedent difficultie, by 


| Conference, and behold,as it were,at one 


-| a plain and.eafie explication of them,, 


| Which ſhall be performed by a referring 

the Reader diſtin&tly in each of them, to 
| thePagesin this printed Treatiſe, where- 
CE 3 TK 
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in they are” reſpe&edly delivered. 

In the firſt Section of the firſt Chapter 
it appears, page 1. That the queſtion 
whether cf us two are Schiſmatiques, Was 
ſtated by the Proteſtant Diſputants, and 
fo acknowledged to be their queſtion , 
the declining of this main,and dire que. 
tion to the definition of Schiſme was alſo 
theirs, as appears - p. 2. Prot. 2. The 


Definition of Schiſme given by the Ca- | 


tholiques, was allowed as 4 true Propoſi- 
tion by their Adverſaries, p.2. The Cath. 
' Defenants preſently offered'to return to 
the main queſtion, and were not admifted 
to it by the Prot. Diſp. who proceeded in 
tie oppoſitiou of the Cath. Detinition, 
p. 2. Cath, 3. and, 3. Prot. 4. whence 
undeniably appears, that this whole Dif- 
pute upon. the indire& queſtton of the 
definition of Schiſme, and diverſion from 
the main queſtion proceeded originally 
from the Prot. Diſputants. WE 
In the fame Section , their Argumen 
drawn from juſt Excommunication, as be- 
ing a voluntary Separation of one part from 
the whole true viſible Church of Chriſt, p. 
3, 4. and fo contained under- our detiniti- 


on, is convinced to be a pure fallacy, both 
Ew? becauſe 
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becauſe oye part in the definition of ſchiſm 


_ is taken byall, as related to the part ſe- 


parating onely, p.5,6,7,8. And the 
word voluntary ſignifies in the definition 
of Schiſme, not onely a free, bur an irr4- 
tiozall, paſſunate , and cauſeleſſe leparati- 
on, P. 11.c.8. ſuchas no juſt Excomm.u- 
nication can be; and the word ſeparation, 
a compleat, and poſitive ſeparation p. 
12.13. Where one part oppoſes and rc- 
jects the other, from whom they ſepa- 
race, which is not done by vertue. of fole 
Juſt Excommunication, and the Adverſa- 
ry bad no other way to fay any thing to 
our diſtintion of the different figniti- 
cations of the word voluntary , . then by 
miſciting our Text , and thereby bearing 


' their Readers in hand, that we framed 


our diftintion of the thing ſignified, when * 
we framed.it onely of the word ſignifying, 
or different acceptions of the word volun- 
tary , as moſt evidently appears, by what 
they fay in a later anſwer to us, (which 
is to be related to the firſt Seion, as the 
laſt part of it) they ſpeak therefore to us - 
in this manner. 


P.: I. 
And becauſe we have upon this occaſion 
Cc-4. mentioned - 
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mentioned that your diftinftion, that we b* 
ner troubled again to ſpeak to it, wewill a 
little here examine it. 

Pag. 17. We diſtinguiſh (/ay y:#) vo- 
ſuntary (a main ingredient into your defi» 
zition ) into two Claſſes. For voluntary 
is (/ay you) either taken in oppoſition 
to involuntary ad not-free, (where you 
mult therefore mean by voluntary,free,) 
or 1n oppolition to reaſonable and pru- 
dent proceeding. S$o that whereas you 
ebjetted to us, that according to 24, all more 
tall fins would be Schiſmes, which we have 
refuted, according to yon, onely fins would 
be voluntary ; for mthing but ſiu ts @ pre= 
cipitous, heady , unreaſonable , imprudeut 
and wilful atling ( as you there deſcribe 
voluntary of-the ſecond acception.) But © 
have Artiſts heardof ſuch a diftinflion of 
a word into two Claſſes , whereof one mem- 
ber includes all the other within it ? and.yet 
ſuch 75 here that your diſtinftion. For .if 
all precipitous, heady, unreaſonable, impru- 
dent, and wilful aftings, and acception of 
things voluntary (which is your ſecona 
Claſſis) be attual ſins, as certainly they 
are, and all aliual ſins be alwaies volunta= 
ry. and free (which is your firſt Claſlis, 


aud 
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aud acception of things voluntary) as ſure 
- they are, then moſt evidently it follows, that 
- your firſt acception includes in it all of your 
ſecond acception , and ſo very unfit ts be 
made contradiſtiagniſhing. members; un- 
leſſe Animal. and Homo may be membra 
_ condividentia , . or Qualitas and Virtus, . 
V.G. 
C 


You plainly miſcite onr- words, making 
us ſay thus, viz. We diſtingaih (ſay you) 
voluntary. (4 main ingreatent into your atfi- 
nition) into two Claſſes, &c. Now we: 
ſay not ſo, but thus, To what yer ſay of the - 
word woluntary , we diſtinguiſh into tmo - 
Claſſes, &c.. Where you omit theſe two 
Particles the word , and thereby make us - 
ſpeake of voluntary , . as it is the thing 
ſignified , without any relation to the - 
word, as it hatha double fignitication, 
when we ſpeak of that word onely as 
capable of that double ſignification. 
And, your whole Argument againſt 'us 
proceeds upon this miſcitation,. For 
though it would be wholly inartificiall : 
and illogicall, to diſtinguiſha free A# in. 
to two Claſſes, viz, into an AR which 
proceeds from free will, and an AR which : 

Cc.5; pro-:- 
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proceeds imprudently and ſinfully from | 


free-will, far the reaſon which you give 
here; becauſe in this inſtance the word 
_ free aft ſignifies not expreſly both theſe : 
yet it will be moſt conform to the rules of 
Logick, to diſtinguiſh the acceptions of 
the word voluntary into theſe two , be- 


cauſe it ſignifies both the Gerzs , and the- 


Species, that is, both A&s under the. ge- 


zcricall notion of free AFs , and under 
_ the ſpecifical/ notion of precipitous , im- 
. prudent, and "+. Ats. And this being. 

ly true, that you could not 
Ceny it, how can it be illogicall to affirm 


ſo notoriou 


it? Your inſtances therefore of Qxalitas 
and Virtus, &Cc. are of no concern here: 


for there is not one word nominated by. . 


you , which ſignifies truly and properly 
them both, as theword vo/untary (igni- 
ties both theſe things, which are attribu- 


tedro it. Thoughthereforeyou mention: 
the word veluntary Once or twice , before. 


youcite our words, and preſently after, 
yet this excuſes you not from a miſcitati- 


on of our words in emitting what we ſap, 


becauſe your whole Argument againſt us 
proceeds onely upon that miſcitation , as 


ze have now made a ppear and ther efore 
| WE. 
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we refer it to any equall judgement; whe- 
ther you cited not our words with that: - 
omiſſion of the word voluntary, to give 
force to your Argament, and induce your 
Reader tothink, that we made an inartifi- 


ciall and illogicall difſtin&tion , at leaſt : 


this isevident, that either you: willfully 
omitted thoſe words, or urged an Argu- 
ment of no forceat all againſt us, and - 
quite againſt your ſelves. - | 

In the ſecond SeRion, p. ' 14. After: ' 
they had propoſed their firſt main Argu- 
ment, (to prove: That there 7 ſome-other 
altive Separation, beſides that of ones ſelf, . 
which t* traly Schiſme ) intheſe: words. 
For example, Diotrephes- in the Charch 
a0t receiving $t. John, or denying him the 
Communion of that ('hurch , and denying 
it tothe Brethren;and forbidding them that 
weuld receive them, and caſting thew out of | 
the Charch (and all this as loving to have 


the preheminence ) was mortally a Schiſ- 
matique. They contend, and that through 


the extent of many ſheets of paper, that 
in this very firſ# propoſal, compriſed in: 
the foreſaid words, where: four different 
as: of Diotrephes are equally alledged 
to: prove bim . mortally a Ws | 
that .: 
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thres, and: by none of the three former ; 


and that it might be ſufficiently colleted 


out of the tenour of theſe preciſe words 
ef this firſt propeſal, that they placed their 
Argument onely in that laſt at, and not 
in.any of the former : Which how far 
 It-is from all ſhew of-trath, every one 
who-can underſtand-ſenfe will ſee. Now 
beiyg preſſed by ns,, to ſhew, to what 


purpoſe thoſe three former as were - 


brought, if they were not brought as rea- 


ſons of Dictrephes his ſchiſme , they ſay, 

p. 25. they were inſtances agreed upon 
by both ſides, and. thence we infer, that : - 
they were. reafons- of Dictrephes his - 
ſchiſme-; for we, for- our parts or fide, 


never agreed to them: otherwiſe, pag. 


26. they callthem expreſly Afts or Rea-. 
ſins, and *pag: 27. ſpeaking of the firſt - 


a&, as it was -alledged by them , they 
call it, that oxr reaſen, and: an inſflance 
2lſo (that'is a reaſon) of Diotrephes his 
ſehiſme, and that they agreed withus in 
ir, and that + was an inſtance -(though 


not -the principal) of the inference of 
cheir. concluſion; and: yet-p. 32. they - 
| | reyoke - 


that they proved him a ſchiſmatique- 
onely by the laſt, of caſting out the Bree * 


_ = A 
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| thefirſtthree as, and yet quite diſagree- 
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revoke all that they faid in theſe fore. 
cited places; they deny the three former 
a&sto be reaſons of theirs , they affirm. 
the firſt to be oxr reaſon onely, and not 
theirs, and p. 27. and 48. that in all 
thoſe four as, they uſed onely ove rea- 
ſen, to wit, the laſt of thoſe atts in the 
very firſt propoſal of this. Argument, 
p. 37. that the other three. former aRs 
were uſed onely for the better. under- 
ſtanding of thelaſt at, and p, 38. onely 
as neceſſary. to lead us, to the following 
words, which did contain the reaſon for 
which they. alledged the example of 
Distrephes, that the three former aRsAare 
zo reaſons at all, &c.. Thus-with their 
own hand they overthrow their own. 
work , they ſay the ſame aQs were rea- 
ſons, and.no. reaſons, their -reaſons, and 
| not theirs, that they gave more reaſons, 
and yet no more: but. oxe oxely reaſon , in- 
ances. of - Diatrephes his:Schiſme ; and 
yet-no inſtances of it, agreeing with us in - 


» 


ing from us, &c. Thus ny play faſt. 
and looſe, 'of andon , ſay andanſay, as 

occaſion ſerves, becauſe truth is fo ſtrong - 
againſt them that they know nog what to . 


lay, 3: 


| 
yo 
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ſay, and yet ſomething they will fay ra- 
ther then yield to it, as we have told. 
them p.88.and8g. Hence we -conclu- 
ded that the firſt Propoſall, muſt either 


, 


have a conjunctive ſenſe, that Diorrephes 
was a Schiſmatique by all thoſe as joyn- Þ 
ed together , as partiall cauſes of his 
Schiſme, or disjunctive ſenſe, that each 
of them apart, was a ſufficient reaſon to. 
make him mortally a .Schiſmatique, in 
both which ſenſes, each of theſe acts muſt 
have been reaſons of his Schiſme, as we: 
fay more largely, p.66, 67. and thence 
we reckon up the divers defets, and in, | 
conſequences of our Adverſaries, p. 89, 
9O, 91, 92, 93. which may be ſeen there. 
We anſwered. therefore to this example - 
of Diotrephes his Schiſme, that the for. 
mall fundamentall reafon which made : 
him a «ogra 1 was his not receiving 
St. John, by which he: ſeparted: himſelf 
from the whole Church, p. 15..to this 
they never anſwered, no, not when they | 
were advertiſed of not anſwering to it, . 
Þ. 16. but ſaid, that he might be a Schiſ. 
matique for that caſo, and for theirs ; 
£00. 7. e, for the laſt at of caſting out the \ 
Brethren, .. Now this we proved to be 
1M«. 
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impoſſible, by our anſwer to this laſt a& 
of caſting out, &c. for that having been 
done onely Becauſe they received Saint 
John, as appears by the Text, 3 ohn g. 
10. muſt have contained a rejection .of 


 & 70hns Apoſtolicall Authority and by 


that a ſeparation fromthe whole Church: 
and therefore this caſting out of the Bre. 
thren for that reaſon, being ſchiſmaticall, 
becauſe it was a ſeparation of Diorrephes, 
that is of ones ſelf from the whole Church, 
could not be ſchiſmaticall, becauſe it was 
a ſeparation, beſide tt of ones ſelf, which 
they. undertook to -prove by it, p. 14. 
Prot. 9. And fo ſince it was ſchiſmaticall 
for our reaſon, it could not be ſchiſmati- 
call for theirs , as they were to prove it- 
to have been ſchiſmaticall. To. this rea- 
ſon they never yet anſwered. ' Secing. 
therefore no more can be_evinced from 
the ſacred Text, then that this caſting oxt - 


- was ſchiſmaricall, as done” becanſe they 


received St. 7obn , and 'thatimplies a'fe. 
paration of ones ſelf, they could never 
prove from this example,that it had been 


T ſchiſmaticall, if it had been-done, and not - 


for a teaſon implying'the ſeparation: of 
ones ſelf; ſo that this fiuſt example is .. 
wed OY | void.. 
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In the third Seton p. gg. Our Adver. 
faries having undertaken to prove, p. 14. 


T hat there # ſome attive ſeparation , beſide 


that of ones ſelf , which is truly Schiſme. 
Take for their medium this A , To ejet# 


others out of the Church for this ſole rea». 


ſon, viz. for keeping due Catholique Come 
muniogy, i ſchiſmaticall, p.25, 26, &c. 


We-anſwer (s:5dews) that ſuch an Act is- 


ſchiſmaticall, notas it is formally, redu. 


plicatively, and q#awal:s, an unjuſt cjefts- 
oz of others, butas itisan #njuſt rejeftion - 


of Catholique Communion, and ſo a ſepa- 


ration from jt.in him who. thus ejects. 
others; for it is-not. poſlible.to' conceive. 


that any 'one ſhould openly, andprofeſ- 
ſedly (as Diorrephes did) ejeRt others out 
of the Church for this ſole reaſon, becauſe 


they keep Aue Cathilique Communion, and . 


all be conceived to reje&t Catho- 


not wit 
lique Communion himſelf , and by that 
rejection. to ſeparate himſelf from the 


Charch, andthereby became a Schiſma.. - 


tique, which is our definition. If there- 
fore they take this, nnjuſt, Excommunica- 


(| | 


void and null, which was- treated from p, / 


| 


tion, onely in fenſ# formats, as it isan un- | 
; juit+ 


| 
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| juſt Excommunication Þ and no further, 
| (which they undertook to prove, and 


grant they takeit in that formall ſenſe 


{| onely) it isnotas ſuch ſchiſmatical. For 
* if it were ſchiſmaticall purely as /xch , it 


would ſtill remain ſo, though it were pre- 


_ ſcinded, and abſtraRed from that other 
| formality of the 7ejefiun of Carholique 
Communion, Which is contained init , as 


we have now declared : and every unjuſt 


 Excommunication which hath nothin 
| atall of that reje&io, (but conſiſts wit 
: the union of the uniuſt EjeRor of others, 


to the viſible Catholique Church), would 
be ſchiſmatical, which can never be evin- 
ced from this AQ of ejefting others , for 
thes ſole reaſon , for keeping > a Catholique 
Communion. For there the formality of 
injuſtice is not preſcinded, or ſeparated 
from che formality of rejefion of Catho- 


 lique Communion, but adjoyned to it in 


one and the ſame A: and therefore 
the addition of that rejection of Catho- 
lique Communion, was an unfit medium 
to prove, that that AR was ſchiſmaticall, 
asit was 4 ſole unjuſt ejeftion of others,and 
for no other reaſon. Now to ſay,as they 


| do, thatevery ejeRion of others out of 


the ' 
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the Church, for keeping due Catholique 
Communion, 'is an unjuſt ejection ,'as 
done for that cauſe, and therefore ſchif- | 
maticall, as it is nia or qua tals, is an 
Hlogicall and falla@ous Argument , for 
that reaſon of keeping due Catholique 
Communion, may either be conſidered 
enerically, as itisa good, vertuous, and 
ly ation , or as containing nothing 
badin it, and ſo can give no juſt cauſe of 
Excommunication : or ſpecifically, and 
formally , as it is a particular union , and 
adheſion ' to Catholique Communion); 
now it renders the Excommunication un- 
juſt, asit is conſidered generically onely, 
and notasit is ſuch a /pecifical! formali= 
ty, or qua tals; , for every. Excommunt- 
cation of others, inflicted for doing any 
vertuous action whatſoeyer. or for that 
which is not ſinfull, will b- formally un- 
juſt, whether it have the ſpeciticall notion 
of the keeping due Catholique Commu-. 
nion, or no; and by this diſtin&ion is 
folv-d all their Sylogiſticall Proofs diſ- 
perſed in divers places of this and the fol- 
lowing Sections, which proceed material- 
ly, as this keeping Catholique Communi- 


on is conſidered in its genericall notion of 
—_—_: 
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a:'go0d aQtion, &c. and not formally ac. 


: cording to its ſpecifical] formality , or 


qua talis. And hereby we alſo proved, 


that this foreſaid a&t , brought as a 


proof of your Afſertion, which was, That 
ſome unjuſt ſeparation of others was ſchiſ< 
maticall, beſide that of ones ſelf, was deſtru- 
Rive of it ſelf : for ir muſt be to prove 
your ſaid Aſſertion a ſeparation , and xot 
of ones ſelf, and yet it isa formal! ſepara- 
tion of ones /e{f, for that very act of eje- 
Aing others, tor this ſole reaſon, for keep-= 
ing due Catholique Communion , as work- 
ing upon this formall motive, will in pri- 
oritate rationtsbe conſidered as a rejeftion 
of Catholique Communion by. the Eje- 


| our, ere it be conſidered , as an unjuſt 


ejection of others, for a cavſe which can- 

not'deſerve that ejection, chat is, fur a 

vertuous, and holy action. —Y 
And laſtly, hence appears, that as in 


. the former Section they brought an ex- 


ample from Diorrephes , which proved 
him onely to be a (hiſiaatiqus , becauſe 
by originally dividing himſelf from Saint 
7ohu , he ſeparated himſelf from the 
whole Church, in all the inſuing acts, be- 


cauſe all were done upon that motive , fo 
here 
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here, to prove that there is ſome ſchiſma- _ 
tical a& beſide the ſeparation of ones 
ſelf, they have brought anat, which 
eſſentially is a ſeparation of ones felf, 
from the whole viſible «© hurch , which 
rather proves the quite contrary, 
and helps rather, then hurts our defini- 
tion, 

In the firſt Section of the ſecond 
Chapter, p, 131. we prove the Authori-. 
ties of St. Cyprias, and >t Hierome,cited, 
P. 131. and 132. to deliver the true 
notion, and nature of ſchiſme (and there- 
by to confirm our detinition) by premi- 
fing 5. Notanaa, from p. 141. to p. 
T50. and confirmed them by the Au- 
thorities of the holy Fathers, which may -! 
be read there. Then we prove, that 
DoRor Hammond delivers our definition 
in expreſs terms, from p. 151. to 155. 
This done-from pag. 156 to 168. in the 
ſecond SeQion, we prove our definition 
by moſt clear Authorities of other Anci- 
ent Fathers. Inthe third SeRion, from 
p. 169. to p. 182. we evidence. it from 
other later Catholique- Authours. And 
laſtly, in the 4. Section, from p. 183. to 
188. we manifeſt the truth of ic _ 
tae 
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| theauthority of Engliſh Proteſtant Au- 


thours, and thoſe the chief amongſt 
rhem. Tonone of theſe have we yet 
received any anſwer, as we note, p. 188. 
We can give jno other account of this 
Chapter, unleſs we recited the Authori- 
ties, which would: be too large, and 
therefore we remit the Readers to them 
in their proper places. 

They affirm in their Definition, pag. 1, 


2. andin diverſe other places, as p. 194, 


195. 201, 202. that ſchiſme deftroyes 
both the Actuall Communion and unity 
of the vitible Hierart'rall Church ; and 
yet when they come to the laſt upſhot of 
their main proof, they inſiſt onely upon 
Communjon , and make no mention: of 
Unity being deſtroyed by unjuſt Excom- 
munication. Now, as we have proved, 
pag. 220. 223, 224. all fchiſme muft 
deſtroy, not the atual Communion onely, 
but the Trity of the viſible Church , 
that is, ſchiſme is of ſuch a nature, that 
thoſe , who were one Body with the 
Church before it, become a different and 
oppoſite Body from, and again& it, by 
ſchiſme : which (moft evidently) is not 
done by the ſole force of any Excommu- 
nication 
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nication whatſoever , whether juſ or 


4njuft; for there the parts excluded 
from Acuall Communion with the 
Church, raiſe not themſelves as oppoſite 


parties againſt the Church, ſuffering pa- * 


tiently chat cofffumely (in unjuſt Ex- 
communication) with hopes to be re. 
ſtored by juſt Appeals to their higher Su- 
periours , and in the izrer7im bearing a 
_ duereſpeR and acknowledgment of the 
Authority of choſe, who unjuſtly excom- 
municated them. For as unjuſt Baniſh- 
ment of others is in it ſelf no Seaition, or 
rebellion, in a Commonwealth, ſo is no 
unjuſt EjeQion of others-Schiſme in the 


Charch : which may be ſeen more at: . 


largein the forecited places, and pag. 
207, 208. and the proof of it 1n the ſe- 
cond Chapter of Authoritzes.. 

They grant, pag.212, & 213. That the 


- fame perſonat the ſametime may be a 


rea[l true part, and Biſhop of; and in the 
viſible Catholique Church, and yet a true 
reall Schiſmatique , quite againlt the 
commonjudgement of all prudent Chri- 
ſtians, as they acknowledge, pag. 255. 
and the clear words of St. Auguſtin cited 
by us, pag. 113. and never yet anſwered 
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| by them ; and generally of the Ancient 
' Fathers, Chap. 2. Sect. 1, 2. 


Pag. 321. they grant, that the Biſhop 


| of Rome is a true Catholique Biſhop , 


and ha's true Juriſdiction,at leaſt over his 
own Dioceſs of Rye ; and conſequent. 


- ly they muſt grant, that all choſe Pre- 
| latesand People, who live in Communi- 


on with him, are true parts , each re- 


' ſpetively in his degree, of the Catho- 


lique Church, and thence will follow, 


_ that Proteſtants ſeparating themſelves 


from them, and neither living in Com- 


.munion of ſubordination to them , nor 


holding Communion of coordination 
with them, muſt be formall Shiſma- 
t1queESs. 

Having been charged by us p. 312. 
That many of their opinions were anathe- 
matized by the Patriarchs and Biſhops 
both of the Weſt, and Eaftern Churches 
in the fourth Generall Councell of Late- 
ray, they endeavour by all means to dif. 


| credit the Canons of that Councell, which 


we have proved to be auchentique and le- 
call . and anſwered all they have alledged 
againſt chem, from p. 325. to p. 367. our 
proofs were both from the teſtimony = 

the 


* 9 


(ſome whereof flouriſhed preſently after 
the Councell (have each in his reſpective 


' ine Canons of the Fourth Councell of | 
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the Canons themſelves , and from no re. | 
_—_ of the Biſhops in the Councell, ] 


when they were publiquely read, as Ca- 


' nonically conſented to by them , noraf. | 


ter the Councell was ended, ever proteſt- 
ed againſt, by any of the Biſhops , who 
fat in that Councell, eithec. of the We. 
ſtern, or Eaſtern Church, as if they had 


been conceived and compoſed by 7»nocen. | 


tix the Third, and forced by him upon 


the Councell, (as our Adverſaries affirm). | 


when the ſaid Biſhops were returned to 


their Sees, and had cheir freedom. Asal- | 


ſo becauſe thoſe Canons were autheacica- 
ted 28 Yearsafter the Councell, by being | 
enrolled into the publique Statute-Book 
of the Roman Church, that is, into the 


Decretalls, equally with che Canons of | 


other Generall Councels, and becauſe | 
the chief Hiſt-»rians and School-Authors, 


time mentioned and cited them, as genu-' 


Lateran ever ſince, and laſtly, becauſe all | 
the reaſons and authorities of ſome Hiſto- 
rians , which our Adverfaries produce | 


againſt them, never expreſly deny them 
to | 
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| tobe the true Canonicall qo that 


Councell , or ſay , that the war fart of 
the Biſhops conſented notto them, or ſo 


- much as infinuate, that 7anccentius the 
Pope ever went about to forge Canons of 


his own,and father them upon the Coun. 
cell , but onely draw their Arguments 


| either from the want of certain Ceremo- 
| nies,as ſubſcriptions, applauſes, &c. which 


are wanting in hve or 1x generall Coun- 


4. cells, as wellas in this, or from this, that 


ſome of thoſe, that were preſent in the 


4 Countell (whereof above 400. were no 


Biſhops , and many of them Lay-men) 
eiteemed ſome of the Canons grievous, 
or burthenſome ; which might be verifi- 
ed of thoſe, who were not Biſhops, - 


| thoughall the Biſhops , much more the 


7n4jor part of them, had voted them, and 


| areto be applicd tothe ftrit Canons of 
Diſcipline , (and not to the Decrees of 


Faith) which might ſeem burthenſome 
to many , who were no great fayourers 


{| of Eccleſiaſticall ftritneſs: or the words 
they cite, ſpe: k of ſome things done, ei- 


ther immediately before the Councel, or 


| preſently after it, concerning the charges 


and diſpatches about che holy'war. The . 
| Dd Authos 
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Authority therefore of this Councell be. 
ing thus vindicated, our Argument re- 


eurns to itsforce,that Engliſh Proteſtants | 


ſtand obhoxious to the excommunica- 
cions 4 jwre, pronounced againſt all choſe 
who maintain ſome of thoſe Tenents, 
which are forbidden under pain of Ex- 
communication , by all the Patriarchs, 


and a great number of the Biſhops both - 


of the Eaſt and Weſt Church aſſembled 
together ina lawfull Generall Councell 
above four hundreds years ago. 

 Afﬀeer that we had preſſed againſt them, 
that according to their principles, not 
onely unjuſt Excommunication , but un- 
juſt /zſþenſron and interdift alſo, would 
be Schitme; which wasa _ ſo unheard 
of amongſt all kinde of Authours , that 
' weconceived they would never admit of 


that conſequence, notwithſtanding p.. 


2c9 they fully admit it, and ſtifly detend 
it; even ſo farasto inſert into cheir for- 
mall notion of Schiſme: and when we told 
rhem,, thatif our, definition, were defe. 
Ctive for. not mentioning; /eparation. of 


other, (as they. urge againit.us) then, will 


theirs be defective tor nat mentioning av- 
jj ſuſtenfiw interai, Beg, but onely, ſe. 


paration 
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paration of others from the Church , 49: 
mijuſt Excommunication , and t'at every: 
part was to do.what- in them lies to conſerve 
Conimunios, whether of ſubordination,or ce= 
ordination;Now ſeeing neither of theſe are' 
infringed- by unjuſt fulpention or inter. 
di. the whole extent ot their definition 
is verified without the incluſion either of 


'| unjuſtſuſpenſion or interdit, And ſee- 


ing, as they have ſaid above p. 2or. That 
every Schiſmeis «ent in the Church,and 
every-rent includes at leaft' a 'rearing one 
piece from another , and no ſuchtearing 
is made by unjuſt ſuſpenſion, or interdiQ, 
(for all parts remain united as they were 


before, -in- one” Politique Body of the 


Church) it cannot be conceived, that un- 
unjuſt ſuſpenſion, or interdi&, ſhould be- 


long to the formall notion of Schiſme. 


They are ſo large in their deſcription 
of Schiſmep.'1226. that beſide that which 


they call criminall Schiſme (and isindeed: 


the" onely Schiſme mentioned amongſt 
the holy Fathers, for ad! true and proper 
Schiſme , according'to them, ſeparates. 
him, who commits it, from the unity of 
the true Catholique Church , as we-have 
proved; Chap. 2. "x they conſti- 
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tute another, which they call venial. 
Schiſme ;, which pol:tion both quite over-. 
throws their own detinition , (for it nei- 
ther ſeparates themſelves nor others from 
the Church ; for it can be no ſmall offence 
co effect either of theſe ſeparations , for 
want of due deliberation, or taking due 
information (which- they alledge) will 
not excuſe any one ; becauſe in matters 
of ſo great concern, every one hath a 
ſtrict obligation to take a fullinformati- 
on before he proceed to an' unjuſtice of 
ſo high a nature:) yet ſeeing they conſti- 
tute, and could convince ys (which they 
can never do) to be guilty of ſuch a light 
Schiſme as this, what would it availe 
them-toi work our converſion to them? | 
ſeeing ſuch a Schiſme will be no hinde- 
rance to our ſalvation in that Church, 
wherein weare , as we haveurged them 
| inanother place, but could never yet get 
an Anſwer. ee 
'Page/196, 197; 200... they cite certain 
Texts of Scripture for their formall notion 
of Schiſme; which we- anſwer from p. 
2Þ2. LO P. 269. to be either meant of 
Schiſme.raken in a large ſenſe: , (as; it is 
7ohn- 9.) or tor. Herelie; and .\that che; 
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Sryocaoias' Tugrres there ſpoken of , is 
onely theinventing and maintaining of 
falſe dotrines againſt Faith, which make 
formally of themſelves a diviſion from 

"the true Church. 

.'Wehadfaid p. 314,315. that Hiere- 
mias Patriarch of Conſtanrinople witnel- 
ſeth in his ceyſwra Ecclefie orientalss, that 
the preſent Eaſt Church agrees in all 
points of Controverfie betwixt us and 
Proteſtants, with us againſt them , fave 
' [onely in that of the Popes ſupremacy. 

Here they fottnalize upon this word i» a/! 

-peinrs, and endeavour to prove that in 

ſome two orthree they rather fayor Pro. - 

teſtants then us, which'wereit ſo , they | 

- *mult firſt grant; thatinall thereſt, which - 

are the moſt. ſubſtantiall 'and- materiall, 

 theyagree with us againſt them , which 
1s no ſmafl diſadvantage to their cauſe : 

For by this they muſt confeſſe, that both 

the Eaft and Weſt: Churches are againſt 

them in all the moſt high points of- Con- 

troverſie betwixt' us: --But even in thoſe 

two or three ſmall obſervations, which 

they make from Hieremias his epiſtle, his 
proofs fall much ſhort of what he intends 

to-evince from them. Hecircs therefore 
j Dd; Chap. 
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Chap. 13. where Hieremias ſeems to ſay, 
that ſins omitted through: ſhameſaſtneſs 
in confeſſion, are pardoned with the reft. 
 Butfirſt where is this a point of Contro- 
verſie betwixt us and Proteſtants? Qur 
Controverſie is, whether Auricular'Con- 
feſſion is to be practiſed, orno? And: un 
that he is plainly for usin this very Cha- 
pter. What may, or may not excuſe 
the penitent in ſome caſes, may bea con- 
troverſie betwixt Hieremias and us , but 
is.none betwixt us and Proteſtants; till 
firſt they admit AvuricularConfeſlion., as 
much asthe Eat Church admits it, which 
15, that to obtain the perfetÞ remifſicn of our 
ſms, we myſt confeſs all eur fins 10 onr ſpy 
Tituall Father, with a contrite' and humble 
heart, and all the parts of them , as far as 
onr minde inables #5, and as we can rements 
ber, And that fin covered with filence 15.4 
diſeaſe, that lier hidaen within one , as he 
fayes in the ſame Chapter, andcites for it 
St. Baſil the Great. Secondly, (though 
we will determine nothing in'fo hard a 
matter) it may haply ſo tall out ſome- 
times, that certain ſhametull young crea- 
tures may be ſo ſuddenly ſurprized with 
ſhame, that for the preſent it may excuſe 
& them, 
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them, (as other ſudden paſſions do in 
other caſes) from a mortall ſin, in not 
expreſſing ſome of their fins; and ſo 
thoſe fins may be forgiven with the reſt 
by Almighty God, though not direftly 
by vertue of Prieſtly Abſolution : And 
therefore Hieremias layes not here , that 
the Ghoſtly Father remits ſuch forgotten 
and unexpreſſed (fins by power of the 
Keys, but onely that he prayes to God, 


that God will pardon them, and hopes 


they may obtain pardon: ſo that there 


© remains ſtill an obligation to confeſſe 


thoſe very ſins another time, when they 
return to our remembrance, or when that 
extream ſudden paſſion of ſhame and fear 
is over, which then prevents reaſon. 
Their ſecond ObjeRion is drawn from: 


rhe Epilogue of Hieremias , p. 137, & 


138. where he ſaith, That the Lutherans 
judge aright, in affirming, that a// ought 
toreceive in both kindes ; and that che- 
cuſtome of the Greek Church is to do: 
ſo. Anſwer, there are two things to be- 


conſidered. Thefirft, what is matter of 


Faith in this point, (of which we onely 
treat, when we ſay. that the Eaſt Church 
agrees with us againſt Proteſtants in all 

Dd 4 points-. 
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points contr overted betwixt Proteſtants 
and us, &c,) The ſecond, what is matter 
of diſcipline and practice Concerning 
Communion , which t6uches not our de- 


bate. Now it isevident, that Hierems.as 


treats not here, that-it is matter of faith 
to receive both, by any neceſlity , either 
medi, or precepts divini, either abfojute- 
ly neceſfary in it ſelf, or by divine precept 


to ſalvation alwayes for all, for then he 
ſhould contradi& what he fayes in the 


* third Chapter, that a part of the Sacra- 


ment of the body and blood of Chriſt is - 


given to ſuch as are baptized preſently 
after Baptiſme , for had it been neceſſary 
alwayes to receive both kindes , they 


ſhould not SIVE one part, but two parts of 


the Sacrament to them, that is, the ſpeci. 
es of bread and wine, ſee more of this 


Ceremony in Arcaidins, treating of Ba- ' 


ptiſme, as alſothat one ſole ſpecies of 
bread is given to thoſe who are to be 
married, even publiquely in:he Church in 
the ſolemnization of that Sacrament in 
the Greek Church. He ſpeaks therefore 
(as appears by his words) of publique 
Communion in or after Maſſe, which 


Qught to be done in both kindes, ſo long 
as 
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' as..-Ecclefiaſticall governors forbid it not, 


as they yet do not amongſt the Greci- 

Your third exception; is the'permitting 
married perſons to. be made Priefts-, and - 
to live according to the ſtate of marriage 
after Prieſthood,which is no point of faith 


(whereof we onely- treated) and -. was 


agreed upon by the Latine Churchin the 
Councell of Florence , (and fo not abſo- 


> |} lutely contrary to their doQrine) and-no 


Prieſt ;s permitted amongſt them to mar. - 
ty atcer Prielt hood, nor anx man to live - 
according to that ſtate after he makes the 
vows of chaſtity | in religion; (and the 
fame is of Biſhops): which is agreeable - 
ro us, and contrary: . unto the Prote: - 
ſtants. | 

Your laſt -excep:ton- (to our beſt re- -- 


| membrance, for you never ſent us the pa- . 


 persof chat:reading) was in the matter of . 
the real preſence, which is indeed a'pornt 
of faith. But what you alledge £. 10. . 
from Hieremias Þ15 words againk 1t, is a 
miſtake, not a proof, For when he fayes; . 
Neque vero, ant tunc, cum iltts porrigeba> 
inr ea caro quam ' ominus gerebat, in Ci 
bum dabatur Apoſtolis, qut faiignt in poo - 
"64 Dds;, tum, 
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tum, aut uunc in diving mifterioruns: ads. - 
miniſtratione, tanquam corpice ilud ſurſun. 
tranſlatum de clo iterum deſcendat (hoo 
enim blaſphemum eſt, ) ec. Newher | 
then, when it was imparted , was that fleſh | 
which our. Saviour carried about with hm, 
given to the. Apoſtles for meat , nor that 
blocd for drink; or now, in the divine adni- 
»iſtration of the Myſteries, as if that bedy. } 
which # tranſlated as. high , deſcends again. | 


from heaven, ( for that were blaſphemons ), 
&c, Where the ſecond part-of the ſen- 
terce explicates the. firſt, and declares. 
that his meaning is., that this. myſtery. 
happpens not by locall motion,or leaving. 
the place. where he. was before, but by 
tranſmucation, or tranſubſtantiation of: 
bread and wine into bis true body and. 
blood (as. he fayes in the next following: 
words.) So that. as he now. leaves not his. 
placein heaven to enter into the mouths, 
and become the food of Chriſtians; ſo in 
the firſt inſtitution he left not-the place-| 
wherein he then viſibly was, to enter 
into the mouths, and become the food of 
the Apoſtles. Buthow clear Hieremias 
15 for thereall preſence, andtranſubſtan-. 
tiation, will appear 20. any: aa =k 
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| biminthis Chapter, where he moſt ma. 


nifeſtly aſſerts tranſubſtanciation,and che - 
reall preſence, c.13.p. 71. where he firſt 
diſtinguiſhes it trom that bread which be- 


; fore conſecration is dedicated or conſe. 


crated to God, and fayes, that after con - 
ſecration,it becomes the true bread which 
came down from heaven, and by the 
truth of the word, is truly and really. 
changed. 
Wecitenext Aa Theologorum Witten- 


bergenſiunm, Youanſwer firſt; that they | 


were not of the Engliſh Church, Se- 
condly , that others might be amongſt: 
them of a contrary opinion, they being 


- onely but a few Divines of one univerſity, 


But whether they were preciſely of the - 
Engliſh Profeſſion , or-no , or whatſo.. 
ever they might differ from others in 
points of religion amongſt them, yet they 
were men of learning, and -repute a-- 
mongk{t their own, and yours, the Prote- 
ſtant party, and ſoarc ſuppoſed in a mat-- 
ter of fac; eſpecially which made againſt 
them , not:to have related things other-- 
wiſethen they were, and ſo to have made 
atrue relation, that the Greek Churcty- 
is contrary to. youand them in the pron 
racre - 
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there mentioned by them: 
Laſtly. we cite Sir Edwin Sands to the 
ſame purpoles,to which you give no other 
Anſwer , then chat you had not ſeen his 
book, which, we think, will g.veas little 


ſatisfa&tion to-your Readers, as it does to 


our allegation of his Authority. But. it 
ſeems, when you could not.deny that. he 
was of your profeilion, and.C hurch, (as 


you did of the former) you thought beſt 


to plead ignorance; where nothing elſe 
would ſerve to avoid his teſtimony. 
The ſum of this long and eager con= 


traſt about the formal! notion and nature. ' 


of Schiſme, and their new acceprion of the. 
word Charch , which we treat Chap. 3. 
from p. 189.. to.p:. 414. comes in the up». 
ſhot to this, That their formall reaſon of 
Schiſme, as it is new, and neveryet 
Sro.inded - by them , (nor ever+-to. be 
grounded) inany claſtique Authour, old 
or new, theirs or ours, and for that alone 
tobe ſuſpect by all-ſober perſons, of 
inſufficiency : ſo it is wholly inconſiftent 
. with the nature.of Schiſme, and abſolute- 
1y, «1 in it.felf.: which we ſhew thus from. 
their own words. | - 
They ſay pag, 197, print, 4s ſedition. 
- 5 
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| ſecularſtate, is & ren; in that ſtate; which 
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| & Iryv5eria in the State, ſois Sebiſme in 


the Charch;, which muſt be raken'for an 
univerſall propoſition, Nowall.ſeditien 
is.luch a Sryecacie , or Diviſionan;: the 
State:, whereby the ſedirtious ſeparate 


| themſclves-from the State, by a poſitive 


and formall oppoſition _ it. Ergo, 


' according to them. all Schiſme muſt alſo 


be  fuch- a Juxocacie in the Church, 
whereby the Schiſmatique ſeparates him- 


| ſelf from the Church by a poſitive and 


formall oppoſition againft it, which as it 
makes \chiſmeto agree with our definitis 
on, ſo it makes it to dagree-with 'theirs, 
and the formall reaſon which they give of 
it, as isevident. And as they fay here, 
that all . Schiſme is dixo5-6iz, fo they 
demand pag. 201. print, thus. ' What 
9i7pe (Schiſme) but a rent of the nity 
and continuity (as it. mere) of that body, 
which before. was entire ?:\Now a rent 10 
politique bodies is. onely then. ſaid. prq- 
perly to be, when there are two ſeparate 
parties contending .the one againſt ..the 
other, which before were united.. For 
no man can ſay, that a ſole unjuſt baniſhe 
ment,” or outlawry., of. perſons: from a 


then . 
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then onely happen, when fſedition or re : 
bellion follows upon it , either in the un« 
juſt baniſher, or in thoſe, who were un. _ 
juſtly baniſhed; So neither is nnjuſt Ex- 
communication alone of ſome from the 
Church , arezxt in the Church ; for that 
onely happens, when ſpirituall ſedition, 
and rebellion follows apon it,eitherin the 
unjuſt Excommunicatour , or in thoſe, 
who areunjuſtly excommunicated. 


E. oi 
'S- 
& 

0&3 

, 


Which will more clearly appear by in. | 


ſerting here ſome paſſages in your laſt 
papers : which through inadvertency had - 
eſcaped the print. You therefore preſs us- 
thus, 

T he next part of your: diſcourſe 1s raifed 
againſt the perfettion of our definition ,which 
you know, and we have told you before , is 
xot now the queſtion. Nay, in our reply, to. 
which in this you pretend to anſwer, we com. 
plained earneftly of the like deſwitory deal- 
its : and” yet Jon-go on ſtill to recriminate 
our definition, while you ought to apply your 
" ſobves to the defence of your own. 

; Of 


Youare not to limit your Adverſaries 
arg. : 


or reaſon. And what.contender in L 
_ call Diſputes limits the Arguments of fi 


Af Recapindation. 65; 


firm your canſe; as he findes fit vccafion, | 


©. 
* 


Opponents, or appoints nm-what »eas- 
#m heis. to take?. We oppoſe your defi. 
nition here occafionalrrer , arguing that: 
you cannot ſay what you affirm, becauſe- 
it is deſtrutiye of your own definition. 
Had not you given this occaſion, 'we had 
been (ilent in that point. If chere-. 


- fore your defigition be. impugned before 


its time., you may. thank. your felves 
forit. | | 


Now as any accuſation of our definitions 


were in the place improper 4 that which 


Jou here charge it with 15 MAY [1 ſtrange, Foy. 
firſt you tell 5, our comprehending unjuſt. 
penances-, corporall puniſhments., and. 
an hundred other unjuſt Atts: within our. 
definition ſeem to make it'of a nronftrous.. 
extent. T7hxs we are accuſed. of makjng 
our definition too reduntant, Next you- 
ſay , Penances, fa\iings, watchings, and- 
corpora]! puniſhments: un,uſtly infli&ted} 
cannot. be contained: under any'part of. 
our defnition, and werenor-expreſſedin. 
it, when they ought to have: ven; '-; = 
Qt; 
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ſo we are accuſed of making -a definition, | 


which & redundant, redundant aud dt foet= 


ent in reſpett of the ' ſame. thing. '' Penans 


ces and corporall puniſhments ,- that us the 
firſt ebjettion : penances and \corporall pu- 
wniſpments are contained under no part of our 
definition , that ts the ſecond objettion, And 
; how we ſhonld be guilty of charges ſo CON 
tradiftory we cannot ſee, 
C | 1304 


Uno abſurde dato.mille 'C radab _ How 
1{ſputes for an 
Opponeat to inter contradictions trom . 


ordinary is it in Logicall 


ſome ablurd conceſſion of his Advertary? 
And we wonder you.ſaw not this tobe, 


not onely very poſlible, but very ordina- ' 
' ry. Wehadproved, that the act aſtign.. | 


ed by you of /eparating others from. the 
Charch,, onely for keeping due (atholique 

Communion ,, was formally ſchiſmaticall, 
| onely becauſe it was done for thar: ſole 
reaſon. Therefore, ſaid we, every. un- 
Juſt at done to others for that /ole reaſon 
-will be. ſchiſmaticall. For whereſoever 
the format reaſon , or cauſes, there muſt 
be the formal effes of it.. Therefore 
we.inferred unjuſt penances, watchings, 


corporall puniſhments, &, inflicted. for | 


thes : 
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| :bis. fole reaſon will be ſchiſimaticall in the 
inflictour of them. Then we ſubſumed, 


but.you put into your definition the an 


/ juſt-ſeparation of others, which: hicherto is 
| proved to be ſchiſmaticall , onely becauſe 


inflited for that reaſon. Therefore all 
ocher unjuſt a&s, which may be. inflicted, 
for that ſole reaſon , ought to have been 
nominated init, as well as that. - But if 
they had been all nominated , ſeeng hun- 


{ dreds of them may be reckoned up, your 
{| definition would have become monſtrouſ- 
| ly redundant : Ergo. On the other ſide, 
though all cheſe other unjuſt Acts ought, 


according to your conceſſion here, to 


1 have been inſerted into your definition, 


, .| you have expreſly inſerted none) fave. 


_ 


that of unjuſt ſeparation :: Ergo your defi- | 
nition is deficient for wanting that mon- 
ſtrofis redundancy , which it - ought to 
have. had according to what you here 
grant, So that your definition muſt et- * 
ther have been monſtrouſly redundant, 
or monſtrouſly deficient. Nay, your de- 
finition is both monſtrouſly redundant 
for comprehending ſo- great a number of 
acts, which 2 paritate rations ought to 
bave beenexpreſled in it , and monitront 
Y 
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ly deficient, becauſe ir expreſſes one one-P.,/ 
ty of thoſeaQs, which 2 paritare rations, | C 
it ought to have expreſfed; What open] 
underftanding cannot eaſily feethis > Or| -, 
* who ſees not as clearly , that which fol: þ 
lows next, viz. That according to what] i 
_ -you haveſaid here, all thoſe a&ts were tg 
'havebeen expreſſed in your definition , iff 
it had been inſtituted, as it ſhould have 
been? and yet cannot be expreſſed in it, 
as it nowis; it being ſuppoſed by you 
to be a compleat Definition - without 
them. | 

| ; P, 


Apaix you ſay, An hundred other ads, 
which in themſelves alone have no violas| 
tion of Church Communion were to have 
been expreſſed in our definicion of 
Schiſme, and at the ſame time you tell 
us, that they cannot be con:ained under 
any part of our detinition , feeing they 
contain no violation of Catholique 
Communion, or the benefit of it, Ts 
which we anſwer , That whatſoever doth 
contain no viclation of Catholique Commu- 
wion, is not contained in our Wfvitie : Helo 
ther can it be contained in any true definitie. 
on of Schi/me ; becauſe the formalis ratio 
0 
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OneÞ.of Schiſme - conſiſts in the violation of 
0n,| Communion. And whereas you ſay, T hoſe 
pen] .ocher Afts, which in themſelves alone have 

Or| xo violation. of Communion, ought tro have 
fol. bee expreſſed in our definition , and render 
hat] 265 reaſon, hecanſe they would be acts as 
© tof gruly ſchifmaticall, as unjuſt ſeparationof 
» if othersis; We anſwer, that what you bring 
avey for a reaſon, ts a manifeſt falſhood. For an 
11t,f anjuft ſeparation of athers, 3s a violation 0 
you Charch Communion , and thoſe Atts whic 
out] jou wentian, are ſuppoſed.by \yau:to have 10 
| eralationof: (lurch Communrten. But it 1s 

| 5 e that mo:molatiws of Ghareb Gums 

ts, | noanio foauldbe as Schiſmaticall; as a vi 
la-| alarion of Communion. Therefore cheſe 
vel «f37.wged by yon, cannot bes trechy Sciafo 
of | onavicat, as an unjult Separation of - 


ler | ' Ye reply. therefore to your di:junfiove ohe 
ey | jeftron, that aur definition 6s .not imperfe® 
uef for want of theſe atts, which contain no vid 
Fo] lating of ' Chiao 'Commuziinu,- becauſe no 
th] ſachatts canbe truly Schilnenticall + ant 
bo whatſoever i not ſuch. orght mot to be conv 
= | tained init. On the other ſide, our definitt- 
_ 03:55 perfefted, by containing ins the unjuſt 
ſeparations. of - athers ; becauſe that y F 
aw JH. E8). 
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ſelf ſchiſmaticall » ' and: bring added to thijnoi 
ſeparation of ones (elf, maketh np the coms.|ſuc 
pleat notion of Schiſme. And your defini un 
tion will never appear perfett, till you have|ſwn 
added this part : 2k fort. [the 
* A's you have deferred the treating of Sub| no 
penſions ard Interdicts 20: another -part off cat 
aur diſcourſe; ſo' muſt we defer onr' al 
ſwer, being forced-to follow whitherſoever i 
Jonr objettions lead us. I wt 
C | 1 wt 

\ This whole Paragraph is a flat: deniallſ to 
of our Concluſion without anſwering toj Sc 
our ptemiſes. - Wecontend, that though lo 
thoſe deſignedaRs contain no vislation] - 
of Church Communion in themſelves, as| + 
they are »»;»ft., yet they containit.inthe| :þ 
formall reaſow, for which _ are. done; |th 
namely, for keeping due Cathlique (oms|ſ» 
rio.” For we have already ſhewed,] 
that he, who exerciſes an injurious. aRt]th 
again another, for this ſole rea/on ,-vio-[th 
lates.Church Communion in\himſelf.,: by 
ſeparating of himſelf, Now you anſwer, | /c 
that-itis impoſlible , any a&t- ſhould be] E 
contained in the-definition of 'Schiſmes; | m 
which is not a violation of Church Coms| T 
mis which we lay too; but you take.no] u! 
| notice, 
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 thqnotice, that we deny onely, that they are 
on ſuch-violations 5m themſelves , as they are 
fink jr and.yet are ſuch in the formall rea- 
ave| ſ-luperadded to them, . for which onely 
they. are inflicted: and this you touch + 
Sub] not here, becauſe it is ſo clear , that you; 
r off cannot anſwer it. | 
ami \ And here we findea fit occalion to an- 
ver ſer the laſt Paragraph of all the papers, 
[which we have reeeived from you; and 
1} which was before omitted , it belongs. 
tallf to the Treziiic:of the formall reaſon of 
t9]Schiſme. You ſay therefore, as fol. 
gh] loweth, | 
10n| . | 1 -P; W 
, | + Advert therefore, we pray. yow , this one 
theſ thing ,, that this fallacy runs. generally 
1ey| through moſt of your Arguments aud An- 
ms ſwers made to ws , that becauſe unjutice, 
ed,] us wnjuſtice , is not farmaily Schiſme, ( for 
at|then all unrighteonſneſs would be ſchiſme ) 
10«|that therefore ſo oft as we ſay, or prove, that , 
by ar w3juft Exconmmmunication , as ſuch, & 
er, | ſchiſmaticall, we mean ; that every unjuſt 
be] Excommmnication, as it isunjuſt , & ſchiſ-- 
ns; | maticall,, hoc eft , as it hath injuſtice init. 
|} That is net it we ſay , but that as it is an 
no{ unjult Excommunucation, -quatenus talis, 
ce, | that 
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that is, as it s'a formally, properly, unju 
excommunication ; not as it i an a 1 ſ 
alone, nor as an excommunication alone; for'|*' Fd 
neithey every unjuſtice,- much leſſe eveny'r 
HB xrommunication, comes wear tobe febifh 1h 
but every formally, properly, clearty unjul mm; 
Excommunication, as it dares venture ups 
on cutting off 4 member of Chrifts myſticall|® 
Boay, and of the Eceleſfiaſticall Commyenis un 
on, bein for ought as\to him innocent, and alſ ©© 
living member of Chriſts moyſticall Boalyiſ + 
Hs that-dares adventure upon this,. how hell Mi 
can tbe excuſed by you from that want of the Pa 
truth of love of the neighbour. and of Ecei[tt 
clefiaſticall ( ommunon, ;, by which the Fa-1PÞ0 
theys deſcribe Sohiſme, you may pleaſe to rry bel 
in your ſolutions of our following. Syllos' de 
giſmes-;- the Anſwers whereof we now come'| a© 
ro confeder. | | Jrac 
C. de; 

Whenſoeret you inſtance in unjuſt ex-'| 04: 
communication of - others,in our\anfivers([kne 
we neither conſider. injuſtice alone, nor" ful 
Excommunicationalone, (as you hereac-'| Ar 
cuſe us). aqd: you! ſhould have brou he act 
ſomewords of ors where we did whaes| an« 
you impoſe.uponus), . had you procecded! to. 
HUNy and groundedly):'burwotake wy] We 
juſt 


A Reeapitalation, 623. 


alu Excommunication.for. what it is, bath. 
- together, as will appear by our Anſwers, 
»[For we were not. ſoill verſed in formali- 
erp] ties, as to deduce! from your poſition, ej- 
fo) ther chat all wnjuſtice , or every Excom- 
u 1p munication is Schiſme. But takin Py 
zw{both cogether, we ſtill contended, r 

W [unjuſt Excommunication, q#a tals, as .. 
xz[unjuſt Excommunication 15S chiſme. And 
4fto all chat you have here ſaid to proveit, 

we have anſwered, that unjuſt Excommu- 
he nication, qua tals, makes no polittive ſe- 
| paration, or rext in the Church, no more 
7c 1then unjuſt baniſhment, 4x4 tale, makes a 
tom” rent, ſedition, or re- 
ry |bellionin the Commonwealth, but onely 
/za;| depriving others unjuſtly for a time of 
ze.1actuall Communion, deſtroyes not that 
radicall unity, which thoſe, who are thus 
deprived, recain with the Church, by be- 
x- | having themſelves peaceably, and: ac- 
rs knowledging the authority of their law- 
or] fall ſuperiours, who thus deprived them. 

c-\| And when we alledge inſtances of unjuſt 
he. |a&ts, whichare not Excommunications, 

ae] and affirm, tha they muſt alſo ,according, 
«dc| to your principles, be eſteemed Schiſme, 

4} we alwayesjoyn. them to that formal mo. 
ſt tive 
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tive of inflicting thoſe injuſtices upon| 
others for this ſole reaſon, becanſe they | 


keep due Cathilique Communion: which 
motive as we have now ſeen, compriſes 
the ſeparation of -ones ſelf within it; 


and ſo hath the proper Notion of|- 


Schiſme. 
As to their yew acception of the word 


Charch, itis manifeſt, that they were for. 
ced to it,asa meer ſhift to avoid the force 
of our Arguments ; which invincibly 
would have concluded againſt them , had 


they perſiſted co take the word Charchin} 
wherein we both} 


the uſuall acception 3 


rookir before; for the viſible Hierarchical 


Church. - And this they did quite con-} 


trary to their acception of the ſame word' 


in the precedent words, p. 6. to which | 


they relate in that other paſſage, where 
they quite change the acception of it into 
another p. 28. as we have a little above 
manifeſted. 

And it is further evident, p 422, 423, 
425 that before they had faid,, He 2/6 
who ſeparates others unjuſtly from the 
Church Communion, ſeparates himſelf con- 
ſequentially from the Charch.” They cited 
St. Auguſtin in two or three places, pag. 
4423 
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423. as ſaying, that he who ſeparates 


| others unjuſtly from the Church , ſepa- 


rates himſelf from the unity, and thereby 
becomesa Schiſmatique. Now no ſepa. 
ration of ones ſelf (eyen as they grant) 


-: can make one a <chiſmatique, unleſs it be 


an externall ſeparation from the unity of 
of the viſible Hierarchicall Church. Zgo, 
when they cited thoſe words of St. A#- 
g*ſtin, their opinion was, that ſeparation 
of others from the externall union, ſepa. 
rates the unjuſt ſeparatour from the ex- 
rernall unity of the viſible' Hierarchicall 


1 Church. Bur ſeeing afterward, that they 


could not maintain this without ' grant- 


| ing; that all the Biſhops of the Romane 


Church, at leaſt were no true members of - 
the Church for this 400. years, if this 


| weretrue, and other the like confequen- 


ces, they were forced to change theword 
Church: into the number «if Chrifts lively 
members, _ 

As to the two different acceptions of 


the v5þb/e Church .(which they glance at 
above,-and ſay-, that they deliveredin a 
readingof Papers,which they never ſent ) 
viz. that it is fometimes taken by the holy 


Fathers for the politique Body of the 
| | Ee 


Churck, 
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Church, conſiſting of Biſhops, Paſtours, 
andPeople, &c. and ſometimes for the 
number of the Saints, or lively Members 
united myſtically to Chriſt their head, 
under favour,we conceive, they miſunder- 
and and miſapply this diſtintion. For 


- « though the holy Fathers, and namely St. 


Auguſtin , very often take the term Ca- 
thilignet Church, for the number of Gods 
true children, Saints, &c, yet even when 
he ſpeaks of it asſucb, he abſtraRs it not 
(as they do) fromthe politique body of 
the Church; for one main part of the 
ſanctity of Gods people conliſts either in 
the due obedience to their lawfull Pre- | 
lates, if they be ſubjeRs, or in the right | 
government of their people , if they be 
Prelates, and in acollaterall , externall 
Communion in the profeſſion of faith, 
and-exhibition of charity amongſt Pre- 


lates, and people of equall ranks and con- I ' 


ditions : and all Saints muſt be parts of 
this politique Body of the viſible-Church, 
ere they.can be Saints. So: that this term | 
Catholick: Church .evenwhen it:is uſed for 
the number ofGods.chyldren,is ſofar from 


excluding the politicall ceconomy .and |. . 


Hicrarchy of the viſible Church , that it 
neceſſarily 
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neceffarily includes it ; either as a part of 

- it, when thoſe Prelates and people are 
Gods children, or as a/Connerate, to 
which it neceſfarily relates , and without 
which it cannot ſubſiſt, nor be truly deno- - 
minated the Catholigne wifible Church. 
For though wicked Prelates ard people . 
be-no partsof the Caiholique Church in 


this ſenſe, becauſe they are notrue chil- 
\ drenof God, yet the ſanity of Gods 
children neceſſarily relates to them , in 
exhibiting true obedience and reverence, 
even to fuch lawfull Prelates : and the 
fanQity of good Prelates relates to the: 
due government and correQion of wick- 
ed and ungracious people. So that there 
can-beno full and compleat diſtin&tion 
of theſe two expreſſions , as excluding 
the one the other , becauſe the 'one of 

them includes'the other :- for all the live- 

_ ly membersof Chriſt muſt be members of 
. the viſible Hierarchicall Church , and fo 
you fall into that very inartificiall pro- 
ceeding whereof you accuſed us, upon 
your miſcitation of the word wo/untary. 

- Whentherefore you take the term C4- 

. theligue Church in a perfet contradi. 
ſtin&tion from the Hierarchica]l c<cono- 

| EE 2 my 


_ 
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my adminiſtred in it, and without any 
neceſſary reference to it, (as you here 
muſt do, if you have given a Logicall di- 
ſtinRtion) and abſtract the internall ſan- 
ity of the lively members of Chriſt 
from this ' externall Government and 
Communion; when -you take (we ſay) 
the term of Carholigue Church in this 
manner, you can mean no other, then (as 
we truly charge youre rc ag Church, 
that is, the number of choſe , who have 

true ſanity , as they have that , and no 
farther, which is a thing wholly inviſible 
ro men, and known to God onely. - And 
- thereaſon is, becauſe you take this term 
onely, asSitisa number of thoſe , from 
whom one is ſeparated by mortall (in. 
Now when morcall ſin ſeparates any one 
from the number of Chriſts lively mem. 
bers, it does it onely by vertue of that 
formall oppoſition , which ic hath wah 
crue internall ſanity (as we have decla- 
red) as conſidered purely in it ſelf, and 
without reference to any externall cir- 
cumitances of government, or otherwiſe; 
and thus ſtands in oppoſition co that 
number of lively members , as it is onely 
internal, ſpirituall, and invilible. - 
| When 
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When therefore you conſtitute unjuſt 
ſeparation of others to ſeparate onely 
from the,number of Chriſts lively mem- 
bers, which feparates not (as you grant) -- 
from the viſible Church , as it is Hierar- 
chically compoſed of Paſtours and Peo- 
ple-, thoſe unjuſt Excommunicatours 
remain ſtill unſeparated from the lively 
members of Chriſt, as they are members 
of that Politique Body : and conſequent- 
ly will beatthe ſame time both »»/epara- 
ted and ſeparated from thoſe lively mem- 
bers : which cannot be- ſaid without a 
plain contradiQion, unleſſe you ſolye it 
with this diſtinction, = we do) that they 
are 5v:ibly ſeparated from thoſe lively 
members , it being onely known to God 
who are ſuch; and-viþb/y unſeparared. 
from them , as being till united to them, 
as parts of -the ſame viſible Hierarchical 
Church.” If it ſhould be replied, that they 
may be vi/;b1y ſeparated from the lively 
members of Chriſt, by their lives and con- 
verſations, which are ſo much different 
from thoſe, who are true ſervants of 
Chrift-, that there isa viſible difference 
berwixt them. We anſwer, that this 0b- - 


 jeRtioncan prove no more, ' then that by. 
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the works of externall converſation can 
onely be gathered a difference from ſuch 
as ſeem to be lively members gf Chrift, 
but not from all ſuch as realy and indeed 
are ſo. For many Hypocrites may in ex- 
ternall ſhew ſeem as goodas Saints; and 
injuſtices may be, and are commonly done 
ſo ſecretly, that there is no externall evi- 
dence of them , (which may alſo bappen 
in unjuſt Excommunications) and yet 
even thoſe ſecrer, nay internall ſins, when 
they are mortall , ſeparate from the live- 
ly members of Chriſt , truly and really, 
though no externa!l notice. be taken of 
them. - Seeing therefore this ſeparation 
muſt be underſtood univerſally from all 
Chriſts lively members, (whereof a great 
numberare ſecret and unknown) and cf- 
feted by all mortall fins, whichare often 
unknown to others, it is manifeſt ; that 
the reall ſeparation from Chriſts lively 
members and who are the lively mem- 
bers of Chrilt, is a thing wholly inviſible 
in it ſelf, and known onely to God, and 
to whom he reveals it. | 

{ſn the propoſition, of your ſecond Ar- 
gument, Ch. 4. p. 414, 415, &c. we dil. 
cover, and make goodagainit divers mif- 

| conceipts 
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- conceipts of our words, and of our An- 


ſwer to the: inftance of Firmilian. As 


firſt, f. 2. p. 425, & 426, &c. you make 


us compare the errour of Firmilian in re- 
baptizing Heretiques, onely. with that of 
St. Cyprian , to infringe the authority of | 
their words againſt Stephen, when we 
clearly compare their paſſions expreſſed 
intheir Epiſtles againſt him, which paſſi- 
0n took auchority from their words :” fos 
we fay of Firmilian, ---- he writ his Epts 
ſtle againſt S:ephem, and in th:;, (that is in 
his Epiſtle) patiebatar aliquid humans , he 
fell into a humane frailty of pailion, as 
St. Cyprian did in his Epiſtle,according to: 
St. Amnguſtin. _ | 

SeR. 2.P.433. You affirm, that we 
agree with you , that Firmilians, and St. 
Cyprians caſe was the ſame, in order to 
the holding and maintaining rebaprizati- 
on, &c. which we never agreed to, nather 
could you ever produce any words of 
ours, wherein we faid fo. 

Thidem, gu miſconceive that Firmi- 
liay was a holy Biſhop in all things, ab- 
ſtracting from his errour of Rebaprizati- 
on, as St. Cyprian was. This we prove 
to be falſe, from p. 449. to 482, both be- 

E e- 4 cauſe 
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cauſe he was excommunicated with thoſe 
of the Eaſt by Srephen , which St. Cypri- 
an was not; and becauſe he railed infuf- 
ferably againſt Stephen, calling him a 
Schiſmatique, an Heretique , worſe then 
an Hererique, an Apoſtate, and as bad as 
7::das,taunting avdflouting at him,which 
St. Cypriay did not : and becauſe he held 
the errour of the quarto decimani, which 
St. Cyprian never held. 
+ Se&. 4. from p. 483. to p. 499. they 
miſconceive the words of St.. {7prian, 
which we compared with thofe which 
they had cited from Firmilian , for we 
ſpeak clearly of words written againſt 
Stephen by St. Cyprian, which are diſliked 
by St. Augsſtin, and wherein he affirms 
St Cyprian fell into ſome paſſion; and 
they take us to ſpeak of words uttered by 
St. Cyprian in the Councell of Carthage, 
which both St. Ag«ſtin commends high. 
ly, as full of peace, and free from paſſion, 
and never thought .to have been ſpoken 
againſt Srephen the Pope , but were to be 
underſtood onely of St. Cyprian bimſelf, 
as Primate of Africa. 

From p.,500.to512. ſet.5. They 


miſconceive that St. Cypriap was excom- 
municated 


—U. 
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municated by Srepher, which though they 
deny they ever ſaid, yet their words clear- 
ly affirm it, forthey acknowledge that 
they ſaid thus, p. 500. Thar Sr. Cyprian - 
juſtified himſelf , and his party againſt the 
pretenſe of the Popes excommunicating them: - 
Where the Relative them mult be refer- 
ed to all the. Correlatives going before, 
(when no reſtruion is made, as here 
there is none) that is to Fr. Cyprian, as 
well as to bi party. 

Pag. 514. They miſconceive that thoſe 


words of Saint Cyprian in the African - 


Councell, hinted Srephez, and were under- 
ſtood by St. Arguſtinas meant of Stephen, . 
and yet praiſed by him as full of peace and-. 
charity,which is evidently untrue, forSt.. 
Augaſtin underſtands them of- St. ({ypri- - 
4», and ſeeing he diſliked other words of 
St. 2 nar Epiſtle, which were inveying, 
againlt Stephen, as reliſhing of paſſion, . 
how could Saint Azguſti» have praiſed 
theſe other, and eſteemed them full of 
peace , had he underſtood them to- have - 
carped at Stephex , unleſſe-be were con- 


. trary to himſelf, and liked in one place, 


what he diſliked in another, -. - 
| The lat. Mifconceipt , wherewith we - 
DU EL wal Ee5; Ccharge- 
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chargethem , is accufing Pope Stephen, 


that Holy Contefſour,and Martyr, whoſe 
Feaſt is celebrated the ſecond of Angſt, 
both by the Weſtern , and Eaſtern 
C hurch, an honour not piven. but to per- 


fons of admirable fanRity, and who have 


exceedingly well deferved of the whole 
Church, to be a Schiſmatique : This holy 
Pope was highly praiſed by St. Anugaſtin, 


extolled by YVincentins Lirinenſis , com- 


mended by the very Donatifts them- 
ſelves, though ſo much their enemy , re- 
yerenced, and ſupplicated by Diozyfire 
Patriarch of Alexandria, adhered to by 
St. Cyprian, and followed by the Cihriſti- 
an world in his tenet againſt Rebaprizati- 
on, and laſtly acknowledged to have 
maintained the Catholique truth , by all 
thoſe who oppoſed it, and him : Sr yet 
becauſe one onely Firmil:an, fallen into 
errour, tranſported by paſſion , inraged 


by Excommunication , accuſes Srephey to -. 


bea Schifmatique, this Ns: axchoriry mult 


prevail ſo much with our adverſaries ,asto 


overſway all thereft, and bear the world 
down, that Pope Srephen was -a Schiſma- 
tique,even whilft St. A#gyſtin Excuſes him 
expreſly frotn Schifme , and they them- 
ſelves 


» 
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. ſelves confefſe that St. Cyprian lived' in 


Communion with him-; and no* Authour 
not excommunicated, eyeraccuſed him 
of Schiſme, and condemn us exceedingly, 
for affirming Firmilian to bave incurred 
Excommunication , and to have deſerved 
it. Judge Reader , where is now their 
Charity ? 

But if they will have Srephex a Schiſ- 


matique, becauſe he is branded with that 


title by Firmilian, why fay they not like=- 
wiſe, that he was an Heretique,and worſe 
then an Heretique,and an Apoſtate,andas 
bad as 7-das himſelf, becauſe in the fame 
heat of paſſion he was ſo reviled by Fir- 
milian ? And when all is done, the whole 
paſſage of Firmilian helps-them nothing , 
for he never ſayes expreſly, that Srephen 
becamea Schiſmatique, by excommunica- 
ting others unjuſtly, as they were to prove 
from him, but ſayes expreſly, that men ve- 
came Schiſmatiques, by apeftatizing from 
the Ecclefiaſticallanity , which is our ve»- 
ry definition of Schiſme. ' And to be ſure- 
to prove nothing by this example., they 
themſelves deprive it of all- that ſmall 
ſhe'y of proof, which at the firlt:-propo- 


_ fallic might ſeem to carry with it , both 


. by 
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by interpreting (when they were preſt by: . 


occurring difhculties) the word al, thou 
hf cut ff thy ſelf from all, of thoſe onely 
whom he oppoledby Excommunication; 
for that is not to cut himſelf off fromthe 
whole- viſible C hurch , and by apoſtati- 
zing from the Eccleltaſticall unity of the 
internall unity alone , which is done by 
every mortall ſin, as wellas. by Schiſme, 
and ſo is no effetuall ſign . or proper ſe- 
quell of Schiſme, ſo-that this Argument 
from Firmilian will have no more force 
then this. I prove that Srephey was a 
Schiſmartique, becauſe he excommunica- 
ted others unjuiily , becauſe Firmiliaz 
ſayes, that Srephey excommunicated 


others unjuſtly , which-is juſt. dew per, 


wem. . ; 
Other particulars there are comprized 


in this Chapter, which for brevity ſake we - 


omit, (to.avoid improportion in ſo ſmall'a 
Volumn) referring the Reader tothe In- 
dex, wherethey ſhall. be expreſſed. And 
we come. to. . the 'decifion of the - main 
queſtion, by proving Engliſh Prote- 
{tants to be Schiſmatiques, ſeparating 
themſelves from the-whole true-viſible 
 Churchof:Chrift, 

| Schiſme 
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\ In adeciſion of the main 


Queſtion, that En- 
liſh Proteſtants are 
Schiſmatiques. - 


The firſt Argument.: 


| PB) gens gy make a voluntary ſepa» 


: Y ration of themſelves from the 
whole crue viſible-Church of Chriſt, are 


- | Schiſmatiques, | 


© - Butallthoſe of the Engliſh Proteſtant 


party , make a voluntary ſeparation of 
themſelves from the whole true viſible 
Church of Chriſt. 

\ Therefore all thoſe-of- the- Engliſh 
Proteſtant Party are Schiſmatiques. 

The firſt Propoſition is evident, 8 gran- 
red by our Adverſaries above, p. 1. when 
they allowed our definition to bea true 
Propoſition, Weprovethe ſecond Propo- 
ſition. | | Who=. 
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Whoſoever voluntarily ſeparate them. | 


ſelves fromall particular vilible Chriſti 


an Churches in the world of the ſame | 
time with them, make a voluntary ſepa- 


ration of themſelves from the whole true 
viſible Church of Chriſt. x 


But all thoſe, who are of the Engliſh | 


Proteſtant Party , voluntarily ſeparate 
themſelves from all the particular viſible 
Chriſtian Churches in the world of the 
ſame time with them. 


Therefore all thoſe of the Engliſh: 


Proteſtant Party make a voluntary ſepa- 


ration from the whole true viſible Church. 


of 'Chrift.. 

The firſt Propoſition is maniſeſt : for in 
the extent of all the crue viſible Chriſti- 
ans Churches in the world, muſt be con- 
tained rhe whole true viſible Church of 
'Chriſt. The ſecond Propoſition we.prove, 


 Wholoever voluntarily ſeparate them- 


ſelves from the preſent Eafternand We- 
Kern Churches, and all Churches in their 
_ Communion, voluntarily feparatethem. 
felres from all the particular Chriſtian 
viſible Churches-in the world, of the ſame 
time-with them. 2 

But all thoſe of the Engliſh Prote- 
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taut Party voluntarily ſeparate them 


ſclves from the preſent Eaiſtern and We- 
ſtern Churches, and all Churches in their 


Communion. 


Therefore all thoſe of the Engliſh 


{ Proteſtant Party , voluntarily ſeparate 


themſelves from all the particular viſible 


Chriſtian Churches in the world , of the 


fame time with them. | | 
\ Thefirſt Propoſition 1s certainly true. 
For no Aſſembly or Congregation of 
C hriſtians can be named (which is not 
manifeſtly Hereticall)rhatis not contain- 
ed in this Propoſition : we prove the ſe- 
cond by enumeration. 
If they do not fo feparate themſelves, 
tet that Church be nominated amongſt 
the forementioned , from which they do 
not voluntarily ſeparate themſelves. It is 
not (confeſſedly) the Roman; for they 
all profeſſe themſelyes not to be of her 
Communion : Nor the Greek under obe- 
dience to the Patriarch'of Conft antinople, 
for they have as little dependance , -or 
agreement with chat, either in DgErine, 
Subjetion-, Diſcipline, Rites, or /Com- 
munzon, as they haveith the Romane ; 
as wehave ſeen abovern the Rev api ari- 
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ex. : where our Adverſariescould inftance | 
in no more, ſave four Points , where 


they ſeemed to agree with Proteſtants 


againſt us; and choſe either not of taith, | 


-or clearly miſtaken, or not as they are 
controverted.. betwixt us., And .the ſame 


reaſon proceeds of all Churches :n aRuall | 


Communion with them. Ergo the ſecond 
Propoſition is true. 

It will avail nothing. to alledge here, 
_ that Engliſh Proteſtants communicate 
with many other reformed. Churches be- 
yond Sea; forall thoſe are comprehended 
under our terms the Engliſh Proteſtant 
Party, and itis as evident , that each of 
thoſe voluntarily ſeparate themſelves 
from all other Churches,as it is, that theſe 
of England ſeparate. 


Neither will it excuſe them to ſay, that 


they onely refined that Church , which 
they found corrupted and defiled, which 
notwithſtanding : remains ſtill amongft 
them the very fame. in ſubſtance that it 
was before. Forit isevident, thart all .of 
them, ,yhether Engliſh or others , ſepa. 
rated.themſelves from all-thoſe Nationall 
Churches and the Paſtours of them, who 
 mere.jn quiet. poſſeſſion of Church-go. 

.  vernment- 
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yernment immediately: before they be. 
gun, rejectedin all Countries reſpeQive- 


| ly, where they entred, their Authority, 
| diſpoſſeſiing them of their Sees and cures, 
| 4ntruding themſelves into their places,and 


ning tumultuouſly among them- 
elves particular Congregations and Con- 
yenticles, inſtituting new and unheard of 
| Rites and Ceremonies, without depen- - 
dance of any , who were in poſſeſſion of 
Church-government immediately before 

them through the whole world: and all 

this as notoriouſly, and undeniably as any 

Schiſmatiques ever did before their time : 

in all which particulars we appeal to' the 

Hiſtorians ;.on. both parts, who have* 
writ the Records of theſetwo laſt Apes. 


< 


The ſecond Argument. 


Whoſoever adhere to Schiſmaticall 
Paſtours (as Schiſmaticall is underſtood 
in our definition) are Schiſmatiques. 

- But all Engliſh Proteſtants adhere to. 
Sthiſmaticall Paſtours, as $Schi/maticall 18 
' underſtood in our definition. Fe 

Therfore all Engliſh Proteſtants are 
Schiſmatiques, 

The 
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The firft Propoſition is evident, For 


thoſe being onely ſuch, as ſeparate them: |; 


ſelves from the whole true viſible Church 
of Chriſt, all who adhere to them , muſt 


alſo ſeparate with them, and thereby be« 


coine Schiſmatiques. The ſecond Pro. 
poſition we prove. ' 

Wh ſoever adhere to thoſe , who are 
ſucceſſively ordained by fuch Schiſmati 


call Paſtours, maintaining the ſame] 


cauſe which they begun, adhere to Schil-. 
maticall Paſtours , as Schiſmaticall is un- 
derſtood in our definition. | 
But all Engliſh Proteſtants adhere to | 
thoſe, who were ſucceſfively ordained by 
*Yuch Schiſmaticall Paſtours, maintaining 
the ſame cauſe which they begun. Þo_| ' 
Therefore all Engliſh Proceſtants ad. 


o 


hereto ſchiſmatica} Paſtours, as /chi/na- | 


ticall, is underſtood in our definition, 


The firſt Propoſition needs no proof, | 


as being clear ex termin : The fecond, 


viz. that thoſe, whom we ſay were ſo or- | : 


dained, -maintain the ſame cauſe , which 
was begun by thoſe who ordained them, 
is alſo clear : it remains therefore onely 
. to prove, that they were ordained ſuc- 

' cellizely by Schiſmatiques, underſtood in 
the 


For 
em. 
rch 
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the ſenſe of our: definition : which we 
thus prove. | . 
\ . Wholſoever adhere to thoſe, who were 
ſucceilively ordained by 1{atthew Pars 


«f 


[ ker, and the other firſt Proteſtant Biſhops 


of his time , adhere to thoſe , who were 
ſucceſſively ordained by ſuch Schiſmati- 
all Paſtours. | ; | 


But all Engliſh Proteſtants adhere to 


Jfuch , as were ſucceſſively ordained by 
| Matthew Parker, and the firſt Proteſtant 
] Biſhops of his crime. 


Therefore all Engliſh Proteſtants ad- 
here tothole, -who were ſucceſtively or- 
dained by fuch ſchiſmaricall Paſkpurs. -- 
| The ſecond Propoſicion'is clear , and 


| confeſſed by all: we thus prove the firſt. 


. If Adatthew Parker, and the reſt were 
ſuch ſchiſmaticall Paſtors,then whoſoeyer 
adhere to choſe ,' who were ordained by 
them, adhere to thoſe who were ordained 
ſucceſfively by ſuch Schiſmaticall Paſtors. 
' - But Matthew Parker,and the reft were 
ſuch Schiſmaticall Paliours. 

- Therefore all thoſe, who adhere to 
thoſe, who were ſucceſſively ordained by 
them, adhere to thoſe who were ordained 
by ſuch Schiſmaticall Paſtoyrs, 


The 
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The firſt Propoſition isclear: we prove nd 


the ſecond. 

Whoſoever either poſſeſs the Sees and 
Offices of lawfull Biſhops, thoſe lawful 
Biſhops yet living, or unitethemſelves to 
fuch as poſſeſs them, are ſuch ſchiſmatical 
Paſtours. 

But Matthew Parker, and other firſt 
Proteſtant Biſhops of his time,either poſ- 
- ſeſt the Sees and Offices of lawfull Bi- 


ſhops , thoſe lawtull Biſhops yet living, | 
' or united themſelves to ſuch. as poſſeſt }| 


them: 

" Therefore Matthew Parker, and all. 
the firſt' Proteſtant: Biſhops of his ime; 
were ſuch ſchiſmaticall Paſtours 


The firſt Propoſition is evident of it 


felf. The firſt part of che ſecond Propo- 


ſition, That the Sees, .&c. of living Bi-' 


ſhops were poſſeſt ; and. that others of. 
theſe new Biſhops united themſelves: to 
ſuch as poſſeſt them, is alfo clear, as mat- 
ter of fact, out of Stow, Fpeed, Cambden, 
Maſon, Gedobs, Fern, te, The ſecond 
part, »;z. that thoſe living Biſhops were 
lawfull Biſhops, even whea they were de." 
prived, we prove thus. | 

Whoſoever were once lawfull m_—_—y 
an 


| 


| 


ove 


ind 


full | 


to 
cal 


rt 
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nd never did any thing after , whereby 
-Jthey became. unlawfull , remained {ll 
lawfull Biſhops 


| But choſe Teoctred Biſhops were once 
lawfull Biſhops, and never did any thing 
after, whereby they became unlawfull. 
Therefore thoſe Biſhops remained till 
lawful Biſhops. 
The firſt Propoſition is evident, The 
firſt part of the ſecond Propoſition, viz. 


{that they were once lawfull Biſhops , we 
| prove thus. 


No National Church can be a true par- 


{| ticular Church of Chriſt . unleſſe thoſe, 


who have the place of Biſhopsin it, be 
lawfull Biſhops. 

But the Nationall Church of Z ngland 
in Queen aries time wasa true particu- 


- | lar Church of Chriſt, 


Therefore thoſe, who had the place of 
Biſhops i init, were lawfull Biſhops. Now + 
I fubſume. But thoſe, who had then the 
place of Bifhops . in that Nationall 
Church , were hoſe deprived Biſhops: 


| Ergo. 


The firſt Propoſition is clear. For no 
true Church can unite it ſelf to unlawfull 


Paſtours. The ſecond Propoſition is alſo 
: clear 
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clear from the confeſſion of our Adyeri 


fares, who grant now at laſt thus much, 
That the Church of Rome ,” andall thoſe 


of her Communion are trae Churches of | 


Chriſt. See Bramhalland Fern upon this 
Subject. 


We prove now the ſecond part of the | 


ſecond Propoſition , chat thoſe Biſhops 
did nothing , whereby they became un 
lawfull Biſhops. 
if thoſe lawfull Biſhops did any thing, 
whereby they became unlawfull Biſhops, 
it muſt be ſuppoſed to be that for which 
they were deprived. 
_ © * But that for which they were depth 


 yed,did not make them unlawful Biſhops. | 
Therefore they did nothing , whereby ] 


they became unlawfu'l Biſhops. 
The firſt Propofition ſeems: eytdent, 
| For no- prudent man can ſuppoſe, that 
they would deprive them forthar which 
made them not unlawfull Biſhops if they 
had been convinced to have done any 
other thing, which might make them 
unlawfull biſhops. The tecond we. 
prove. 2 
_ All che reaſons, for which they were 
deprived, was reliſting the pretended Re- 
tormation, 
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formation, and refuſing the Oath of Su. 
premacy. g 
But thoſe could not make them un- 


| lawfull Biſhops: Therefore the cauſes, 


for which they were deprived, could not 
make them unlawfull Biſhops. 7 
The firſt Propoſition being matter of 
fact, is witneſſed by C amdex, Goodwin, 
and others, the ſecond Propoſition we 


'{- prove thus. 


No proceeding in practice, according 
to the common Tenets, the holding 
whereof made them. not unlawtull Bi- 
ſhops, can make them unlawful Biſhops. 

- But reſiſting the pretended Reformati- 


| on, and refuſing the Oath of Supremacy, 
| was onely a proceeding according tq the 


common Tenets, the holding whereof * 
made them not unlawtull Biſhops. 
Therefore reſiſting that Reformation, 
and refuſing that Qath could make them 
nounlawfull Biſhops. 

The brit Propoſition is clear in it ſelf: 
for no mancan_ bethought to becomean 
unlawfull Biſhop, verb: gratia, by pray- 
ing for the ſouls in Purgatory, if the hold- 
ing thar ſuch prayers are lawfull , make 
him not an unlawful Biſhop, and ſo of the 
reſt, The 
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+ 648 Schiſme unmaskt, 
. Theſecond Propoſition is alſo evident, Þ 
For whileit they were lawfull Biſhops in? 
Queen Aaries time, they held it a com- 
mon neceſſary point of Religion to reliſt }. 

that reforination,and reſuſe that Oath of 

E Supremacy. 

| Tf it ſhould be replied , that as the 
Queen had power to deprive lawful tem. 

porall Officers at her pleaſure, ſo might 

ſhe alſo deprive at her pleaſure lawtull 

Eccleſiaſticall Officers and Biſhops, as be-. 

WM ing no leſſe chief Governour of the 

| © + © Church, then of the Commonwealth; 

we anſwer, that even that admitted (not | | 
granted) yet this ſecond ſhe could not| ; 
do: For the Kings and Queens of Exg-| , 
{and pretended onely to ſucceed : into 

| thoſe prerogatives of Church-govern-| , 

; ment, which the Pope had before them, | , 
asis'clearin King. Henry the 8** : ' But 
the Pope himſelf had no power to dif. 
poſſeſs 'a lawfull Biſhop remaining a 

{awfull Biſhop at his pleaſure. There- 

fore 'neither had the Queen any uct 

power, < | 
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frewing who are Schiſmatiques. 649 
The third Argument. 


We prove in this Argument by another 


I medium, that Matthew Parker and his 


Aſſociates, and conſequently all who ad. 
hered to them, or adhere to their Succeſ. 
ſours, were, and are Schiſmatiques , ſe- 
parate from the whole true viſible Church 
of Chriſt. | 

Matthew Parker was a Schiſmatique, 
vohuntarily ſeparate from the whole true 
viſible Charch of Chriſt. 

Therefore all thoſe, who were willing- 
ly conſecrated by him , andall their Suc- 
ceſſours and Adherents were ſuch Schiſ{- 
matiques. _ | | 

The Conſequence is clear, as appears in 


the former Argument : The Antecedent 


we prove. . - TS 
-',.'Whoſoever was willingly confecrated 
by Schiſmatiques, voluncarily ſeparate 
from the whole true viſible Church of 
Chrift, is himſelf a Schiſmatique, volun. 
tarily ſeparate from the whole true viſt- 
ble Church of Chriſt. | 
. But Matthew Parker was willingly 
conſecrated by Schilmariques, voluntarily 
| Bf ſepa» 
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650 Schiſme unmaskt, 
ſeparate from the whole true viſible ' 
Church of Chriſt. | ; 

Therefore Matthew Parker was a 
Schiſmarique, voluntarily ſeparated from 
the whole true viſible Church of Chriſt. + : 
The firſt Propoſition is already pro- 
ved. For to be willingly conſecrated by 
ſuch Schiſmatiques is 'ſchiſmaticall ,- and 
therefore ſeparating from the whole tru 

viſible Church of Chriſt. | | 
The ſecond Propoſition we prove', as | | 
matter of fact. [ 
Goeawin 1n the different lives of Barlow, | « 
Coverdale,Scory,and Hodgkins, who were 
| - the Conſecratours of Parker', acknow- | C 
| ledges , thatthe three firſt were poſſeſſed | 
P, 
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of the Sees and Offices of other. Carho- 
lique Biſhops living : Barlow was intru- | 
| ded' into the. place of Chriſtopherſen, Bi- 
l ſhop of Chicheſter , Decembr. 20. Aun | fir 
| | | 1559: andele&to.t, beforehe conſecra- | m 
| ted Parker,as appears by.the Queens let- J -” 
| ters, Gulielmo Barleo,nunc. Ciceſtrienſiieles | 5; 
| fo, Scory was putiby:King Edward the] an 
| 6": into Day's place:, then being-Brſhop /;, 
of (hicheſter. Coverdule \1nto: 'Yarey's| e&6- 
place by:King' Edward the 6"** 4n8. 30.1 ſh; 
Anno 155 which By Yecey was forced 19] ig, 

| | relign, 


uf 
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ſuewing who are Schiſmatiques. EFT 
refign , as appears by this, that he was 


4 willing to-be reſtored , (as he was after 


wards) by Queen ſary : Hoaghins was 
onely a ſuffragan; but communicated 


| with theſe three in this conſecration ; and 


thereby became a Schiſmatique. 
The laſt Argument. 


Whoſoever ſubject themſelves unto 
theſe, as totheir lawfull Paſtours, who 
have no true juriſdiction over them , are 
Schiſmatiques. | 

But Engliſh Proteſtants, ever ſince 

ueen Etizaberths time ; have ſubjeRed 


| themſelves tothoſe, as to their lawfull 


Paſtours., who have no true juriſdiction 
over them. GT 
Therefore Engliſh Proteſtants , ever 


| fince Queen El:zabeths time, are Schif- 


matiques. - 

-” The firſt Propoſition is clear, from 
2 T im. 4. 3. where deſcribing Heretiques 
and Schiſmatiques , St. Paul ſayes, 4d 
ſna defideria coacervabunt fibi Magiſtros, 
&c. according to their own fancies they 
ſhall heap up Teachers, or Maſters , that 


| is, confuſedly. and tumulcuouſly, withoue 
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633 Schiſme unmackt, 
power or authority, without head -or 


foot. And from Row. 10.15. Qnome- | 


do predicabrnt, M's mittantur > How ſhall 
they preach,unlels they be ſent? For their 
adhering to ſuch, ſuppoles the rejeRion | 


of all thoſe who are legally authorized | 


to govern them, which is formal Schiſme, | 
The ſecond Propoſition we prove by 
Enumeration. : | 
They could not have true juriſdiction 
over the particular Biſhopricks and Cures 
of . England; neither by the force of Or- 
ders ach they received, (if they had any 
ſuch) for one mayhavetrue Order with- 
out any true juriſdiction,as:appears in the | 


Act of King Henry the 8 concerning 
Suffragans, who had true Epiſcopall Or-. 
der, and yer had no Epiſcopall Juriſdicti- 
on,as the At expreſly ſays,and many are 
made Miniſtersin the Univerſities, before 
they have any juriſdiction over any par- 
ticular Pariſhes, Neither could they have. 
it from themſelves, asappears , Hebr: 5, 
4. Nec quiſquam ſumit {bi honorem , Nes- | 
_ ther aſſumes any one honour to himſelf. Nei- 
ther could they have it from thoſe , who 
conſecrated them.For never a one of them 
had any themſelves;as being either ſuffra- | 
| $ans 
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fhewing. who are Schiſmatiques, 653 
gans onely, or not” deſigned to any See, 
or eleRed, and not inveſted. Neither-was 
there then any Primate in Eygland to 
Sive. it them, neither had they it- 

cenerall conſent of the Biſhops of Eng- 


| and, for they all reſiſted. Neither would 
they haveitfrom the Pope, or Patriarch 
| of (oſtantinople: neither would either 


of them giveit them : much leſs had they 
it either from a generall Councell; for 
that was againſt them : nor from the ge- 
nerall conſent of Catholique Biſhops, ei- 
ther of the Eaft or Weſt Churches, for all 
oppoſed them. Neither did their fellow- 
ſuperintendents beyond Sea , or -could 


by they confer juriſdiction upon them, for- 


they were all as void of true juriſdiction. 
as theſe themſelves were. Neither could 
they haveit from the Queen or Pariia- 
ment; for that had been a heaping ap of 
Maſters to themſelves, 2 Tim. 4. 3. now 
cited. And -Eccleſfiafticall Juriſaition be. 
ing.a Spirituall Government, is declared,” 


- I Cor-12.'28. to be a ſupernaturall gift, 


and inſtitution of God in his Church, and 
ver. 6. propheſying , that is the.power of 
preaching , is declared to bea gift of the 
Holy Ghoſt ; and therefore are above the 

: Fi 3 Polt- 


654 + -»* Schiſme unmaikt, © 
politique power of Magiſtrates of any 
Commonwealth : And 4s 20. ver. 28, 
The Holy Ghoſt is ſaid to appoint Bi- 
ſhops to. govern the Church of Ged ;, and 
fo the giving juriſdiftion to them mult be } 
ſupernaturall 4 coming from the Holy 
Ghoſt, and above the reach :of polttique 
Sovernours. And if they muſt govern 
the Church of God, it belongs to them, | 
as inſtruments of the holy Ghoſt, to ap- 
point the particujar Governours -of it, 
And if Kings, Queens, or Parliaments, 
who. are under the number of Scholars; 
and Subjects in the' matter of Religion, 
could communicate Eccleſiaſticall Juriſdi- 
ion to their Prelates, they would be go- 
vernours of their: povernours,and-malters 
of their maſters,-which isquite ;contrary 
to Mat,10. 24. Non eft'diſcipulus ſupra” 
magiſtrum , The diſciple is not above his 
maſter;z.e.an thoſe things wherein he is his | 
maſter, which is here in Church-govern- 
ment. As therefore our Saviour bn 20... 
and: Marth. 28. ſent his Apoſtles with 
power of governing and preaching , and | 
the 'Apoliles gave that Spiritual} Juriſdi- 
ion to others, whom they ſent to divers 


particular.Provinces , and: thoſe Eccleti.- 
- 4 alticall 


ſhewing who are Schiſmatiqnes 655 


aſticall perfons:onely amongſtall Ortho- 
dox Chriſtians, fil communicated the like 
juridictiontootbers, both in the primi- 
tive,and after ages;and never did'any Ca- 
tholique Prince, or State, venture £9 con- 
fer juriſdition upon their own Biſhops, 
or Paſtours, it is moſt manifeſt, the: nei- 
ther Queen Elizabeth , nor her Parlia» 
ment had any ſuch power : and conſe- 
quently it follows from this enumeration 
of parts, that thoſe E!:;z4aberh. Biſhops 
and Paſtours had no juriſdiction at all, 
nor any of their ſucceſſours , and-there-. 
by , that all Engliſh Proteſtants attribu- 
ting ſuch juriſdiction to them , and adhe- 
ring to them, as their lawfull Biſhops and 
Paſtours, are fgrmaſſSchiſniatiques, = 
And -liere we impoie a run pertoa 70” 
this whole Conference, expetins no 
other fruit from it in the Readers, then a 
ſerious Attention in theperuſall of it ; an 


equal! Judgement iſſuing from that At- 


tention; a pious Will conform to that 
Judgement, and a wiſhed Effe& attend- - - 
ing upon that Will, which is a ſpeecy re- 
turn into the boſome of the Catholique 
Church, from which they will ſee them- 
ſelves ſtand ſeparate by Schiſme , and a + 
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656 Schiſme unmackt. > 
Converſation truly Chriſtian upon that 
return; which continued till death, will 
carry them ſafely and powerfully 6n to an 
ever bleſſed Eternity. | 
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FINIS. 


| A brief Index of the prin- 


cipall matters. | 


A; 


AE tive ſeparation neceſſary #6 Schiſme 
page2, 3. 15,16. 

Authority Eccleſiaſticall- alwayes exter- 
wall p:193. 
The commen Apprehenſion of - prudent 
wen acknowledged by them to- be againſt 


them - P«'255, 256. 
Miſapplication of their own-words p. 502, 

| 503.. 

CE. 
Contradictions, 

THe firſt Contradiftion in the firſt att © 

| : of Diotrephes, cited - p.'14. 

| Achnowledged- by them to be their reaſon 
FE, p..26. - 
Denied to be theirs. YM -- 
Affirmed #0 be'\ours by them | -p.83.-. 


Said by them to be an inftance., thats, a 
Fi5; reaſoss -: 


The Table. 


reaſon of Diotrephes his Schi/me P. 86. 
And yet ſaid to beno reaſon p. 88.” 
Second Contradittion, they ſay they under- 


derſtand bond and benefit i a conjun- |. 


Qive ſenſe onely P..230. 5 
And yer they put them in a disjunctive }. 
ſenſe P. 205. 


The third Contradiftion in the word all in 
© thein{tance of Firmilian. Firſt it muſt | 
fi gnifie abſolutely all, to prove their Te 
\ er. P-415-. 
Secondly, they ſay it ſignifies not ablolute- 
ly all, bxt onely all , whom Stephen op- 
. - poſed by Excommunication P. 519,520. 
Thirdly ,all ſignifies onely the lively mem- 
bers of Chriſt, in their new acception of 
the wora Church 302, 303. 
T he fourth Contradiftion, the word Church 
/1gnifies they ſay, not the vilible Hie- 


rarchicall Church ': P. 28. 

| finaet they ſa) ir fenifict, P.6. ro which. 
they relate  -©þ:"385, 
This % declared 0.0.0 IP. 273- 


The fifth Dn het: a ſay, that Ec- 


clefiaſticall Communion may be either 2 


internall or externall: + . © p49 

Ana yet they ſay, Eeolefuticall Cn OM 

icy, as uſed by the Fathers: in relation 
io 


The tenth C KO "7" they define the 


TheFable: 
. 'w Schiſme, { and ſo it mas onely uſed by * 


_ Fiennes whoſe words we there treated) 
. #5 onely external : p. 619. - 


. The pxth Contradiftion, ſeparating another 


 fram the Church, for this ſalereaſon, of 
keeping dus C athelique Communion, and | 
.. yet for other reaſons beſide this p. 125. + 
T he ſeventh Contradiftion: : excluding [uſ= 
penſion and interdift in "their definition, 
. . Þ-&. and including them i their forma- - 
i 01S-ratio. 5... \ © (Pr SO9- - 
The eight Cantradifton, the lively members 
» of : { briſt they abſtratt from the Hierar- 
_ obieall wijible Church, and yet call then 
the viſible Church P. 302, 303. -- 
T he-nimh Contradittion, they call the num- 
bet of the lively members of Chriſt, the © 
- vifible-Church,, (as comrgdifftinguiſtt - 
fromthe Politick, Body Jand yet ſay, that 
the Communica with them 3s __ 


P. 497. 


viſible Church to be a ſiciety of Paſtoars 
righty ordained, and ther flu ks adhering. 


| <p fews &c. P. 375 and yet ſa) of ten 


$+ other places, that there 15 a viſible '- 
ad Church diftintt from this. 


T od <aagis C ontradittion , i ſay the 
formalis. .. 


The Table. 


formalis ratio of Schiſme conſiſts in the 

10Jlation of Communion, p. 619. and 
and yet they ſay, it confpſts in the vielas 
ron of Communion, or of the priviledge 
and benefit of each Member, &c: in its 
being withix that her externall:{ommu- 
ILY P.-194 
The twelfth: Gontradiftion And p. 619 
they ſay, that no aft ought to be inthe 


definition of Schiſme, which ts not 4 v40-. 
lation of Church Communion : and yet- 


put $ uſpenſion and | Interditt , in their 
tormalis ratio, which are no wolation of. 


Charch Communion Pp. 209. 


The thirteenth ( ntradiflion , in externall 
and internall-Uniun, P.- 625: 


Unuſt Interdia,Snſpenſ. &c:--no Schiſm, 


proved by examples in Antiquity. p.207 
Unlawfull and Schiſmaticall to communi- 


Care with Schiſmatiques, P. 208. | 
| Miſcitations.- 
The firſt, of a Canon of the fourth Cenneell 
of Lateran P--362. 
The ſecond, of Nauclerus - P: 354. 
The third,, of :Saint Auguſtins words p, 
: ' © 493,494; 


The . 
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The Table. 
The fourth, of their own words P. 57. 73. 
The fifth , of Firmilians words , patting,; 
whileſt thou thought_to.cut off all 
others, when it ſhould-be., whileſt. thax 
 -thought to be able to cut off*/all others 


| 4577 1.311] "Pb NEG 
Fhe fixth', of our words, leaving out the 
word. voluntary. P. 585. 
Miſconceipts. 
T he firſt, of our words P: 425. 


The ſecond,in comparing Firmilian with Sr. 
Cyprian IAIN Pp. 433. 
The thira, affirming Firmilian to have been - 
alwayes 4 holy Biſbop - '' p. 442. 


" Thefourrh, of St. Cyprians words pa483. 


The fifth, that $t, Cyprian was excommu- 
ncated by Stephen P. 500. 


| T he fpxth, in the meaning of thoſ e words, 


Epiſcopus Epiſcoporum , &«c. to have 
been agatult Stephen  p. 520. 
The ſeventh , affirming Pope Steph 'f0 

have been a Schiſmatique from p." 567. 

to p. 580. Le perks 
Unuiverſall Cuſtome alone ſufficient toefta- 


. \» bliſh Chriſtians, in what they -are to 'be- 


»* diene and pradtiſe,trom P.'5F8.10P.563. . 
; | Diotre-. 


The Table. 


D, | 


| NYſerrephes be Preves wt, ſw | 
Dew: what it i alleaged 33 a, 
Diviſion onely negative, from the C buck 
- ' #5 ſhewed not to be {chiſmaticaſh p. 252; 
Needleſſe Digreſſions from p.377 , 10P.. 
388, 
171;3 316211 
E. 

-T Njuſt Excommunication , making 
.'Y. #0 morea poſitive diviſion from ; w 
.. Charch,in oppoſotion againſt it , then z:n- 
5 Juſt: baniſhmenc from. the C O0101- 
_ wealth, from. ©) P2235} $6:P-342: © 
Ne. (ole rnjuſt Excommunication alledged - 
by thems to prove their, definition, but wy 
wapes, joyned with ſome other formality, 
. Which makes it formally Schiſme þ, 298, 


5.93.6: 3299 . 
F caleſ rofizall Commenton aluges- avifpble 
apdexternall.. P3096, 40B.. . 


T heſe words,E piſcopus E piſcoporum, ec. 
20t- againſt Stephen the Pope, according 
.\fo St. Ayguſtin, p. $i mor abſolutely 

[4 ie theme M \'Þ- 424; 425« 


No-: 
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The-Table: 
| No unjuſt. Excommunication of others ,onely . 
for keeping due Catholique Commu. 


nion, proved by they to be ſchiſmaticall, 
" is if 15 4Þ aj: E xcommunication , or 


7400 calis, » from P."J92.'to 595. 
F: 


7 Athers cited for our definition, from P. 
| 156: #0168. 

Firmilians PWR DIL by them- 
ſelves P-4T0. 41T, 
Firmilian; in three ſkates * - © P.416, 

Firmilians- reſtimeny” agarnſt Stephen ar/- 


; cuſſed, wherein he' accounts not Stephen 
a Schiſmatique for excommunicating 
others unjuſtly , but for condemning re= 
baptieations of: — P- 496 = 


- O +4453 


7 
a. 
þ. f p 
: , ® . 4 TX. 


ol . Gregory cited to ſmall parpoſe p:. 
| 4 _ 09s 


H. 
D*: Hammond defies alle . 


with 1, Pp. 8. 
He 


The Table. 
He ſayes nothing againſt our definition p. | 


IF3. 
He makes Schiſme to be a moſt. horrid ſinnc 
: | | f P. 21T, | | 
$r, Hicrome defines Schiſme -with us p. ] 
132. 
He ſuppoſes all ' Schiſme to be a ſeparation . | x 
from the viſible Church ibid, 


Hieremias Patriarch of Conſtantinople, 

: granted by them to. be atrue part of the © 

Os viſeble Charch © | 314, 315+ 

He teſtifies, that the Greek Church oppoſeth | | 

the Lutherans in all matters of contro | 
werſie appertaining #0 Faith betwixt us, 

| ſave the ſupremacy | Þ- 315. . 


T:.. 


Heir Inſtances from the prrpoſe Pp. : | ” 
| 108. p. 414. from Firmilian. . | xz 


L.: 
He fourth Lateran Councels authority + 
defended ' from p. 323. to 365.. | 
Vincentius Lirinenſis hz: teftsmony.of Ste= | _ 
-Phen che Pope oO Pe7he | 


Fave - 


The Table. 
N. 
Ive Notanda to underſtand the Fathers 


concerning Sehiſme from p. 141. to 
150. 


| Novell opinions of our Aadvuerſaries P. 210, 


O. 
AMsfſions of our Arguments and An- 
ſwers p. 16. 21. 44-71, 72. 93» 
219. _ 20Gy $a; 213 


& "> P. ©: ; 


ovin whet 6 i mot denied P. 120. 
Pro ts cited for our: definition, 
 fromp. 183: 10188. 


2 How Se; Pail wad Se. Peter Pp. 537. 


The Proof that Diotrephes was a Schiſ- 
matique, by ana, beſide the ative ſe- 
paration of himſelf, when even the laſt 
att of caſting out the brethren, (which 
they alledged to prove it ) being done be- 

 \canſe they received St. Fohn,included 

eſſentially a ſeparation of himſelf p. 


22, the {ume u of caſting others ont, 
onely. 


The Table. 


onely for keeping due Catholique Com. 
munion | Pp. 93, &c. 


A | F T 2 —_— 
6 x 314 k $67% JF , 4, ' ' | 
! * « % L F , 4 % _ 


AN TEeale/s Repetitions p. 194, 195: 
Þ1N-'; - 2035222. and from389.,:4-305\ | 
Biſhop of Rome affirmed to be a true Bi- | 4 
ſhop, and part #8, andof the viſible 
Church, _—_ they hold him a Schiſ- | d 


- mAtque--: p..0g. 
T he ſame they affrm of other Bic h d 
 Commungin:with. hing © > P. 373. 


The Biſhop of Romes denying hi Commus- $ 
mon to others, wil eſteemed anciently'| 
E xcommunication » from Pp. 457. to. 
e711 k 


of Rome anuietby Vi 

"LLentive * Link $;. for a oh prudent Bi- 
'ſop,1p. ute ran" [Aatuſtin, þl. 
475, freed by bimofram: Srhifwe} ibid; 
juſtified by the DonatiSts,p.q.76-:celebra- 
tea-as a” Martyr, both in thei Weſt 'and 
Eaſtern Church p: 477. condemned by 

| none ſave by Firmilian'; when he. was in | 
. erronr ; paſſion, and Excommmunication, 

for # Schiſmarique ©. 5p6366: 472, | - 


- Schiſmne, | 


m-. | 


"The Table. 
S. 
Schiſme. 


| oY paration of oues ſelf from the whole 


viſible Charch, the omeLy formall nots+ 


an of. Schiſme P. 190. 


$ chiſme i in the Church ( ſay they), as 1x6- 
caole in the State, Eh P.197. 


' Schiſme arent in the Charch, according to 


=O Pp. 197, 198. 201. 

Schiſme a poſerive ſeparation From. the 
hare cand oppoſite againſt it, P: 131 

Steph en the Pope. manld have the ancient 
prattice obſerved, whatſoeyer others. ob=.. 


jected againſt it | Þ- $$Se 

T his command of Stephen juſtified by Litt- 

nenſis P. 474- 
T. 


Me! lations p. 18, 
| Whileſt thou thoughteſt to cut 


off others p. 28.” which they tranſlate 
rightly thus, whileſ thou thoughtelt to 


be able to cut off others Pp. 287 
Miſtranſlations of St, Auguſtins words 
P. 495- 


The 


The Table.” 
y. | 
_—_ word voluntary hath two fignifi- 


cations Pp. LE. 
Unjuft /#ſper/ions, and interdifts sSchiſme, | 
* according to them Pp. 109. 
Av Un "alt aft, dene tovothers for keeping 
ve C atholique Communion ,* wil be | 
Schiſme,. as much 4s unjuſt E XComemnie- | 
nication, ſuſpenſion, or interdict, inflitied 
' for that ſole cauſe p 99 
Viſibility of the Church not bindered by 
holding the neceſſity of true intention to 
_ valiaity of Sacraments Þ. 380.. 


—_  e©C MM ions ies Sad exo. «M0. 8 


_ Errata, 


Age 122. for read from,p. 137, foray read 3x 
p. 167.for falſor. falſa. p.190. for flow « pro- 
priety,r. flows 4s a propriety, p,251.let the = 
Ma ar Schiſme, be put ar zz. p. 266. for nonnullus 
r.nonxullas. p.z12. All heretiques twice. p.z31. 
for proves r, prove, p.334. for fxguli r. fingulis, 


| p-352.for St. Anvonyr.S7.Anonme. p, 365, for 
| 6 they read as they can. y.406.line 4. for ſuppoſe r; 


ſupple. 


